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2 
Abstract 
 
 
 
This master thesis uses an evaluation methodology, based on the new Global 
Reporting Initiative guidelines G4, to assess the Greek Corporate Social 
Responsibility reports of 2014. More specifically the degree to which G4 guidelines 
were included in the reports is assessed. The contribution of this study to the body of 
literature, concerning the evaluation of non-financial disclosures, is the assessment of 
the Greek Corporate Social Responsibility reports for 2014, with the development and 
the implementation of a scoring system based on the ten Principles included in the G4 
guidelines. The results showed that the Greek reports have a low total percentage of 
Principle inclusion and that the companies with the highest scores belonged to the 
primary and the secondary sectors of production. 
 
Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), Global Reporting Initiative, G4 
guidelines of reporting, transparency, accountability 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 
 
 
In the past three decades, a change in the stance of companies towards the 
environment and the society has been noticed. Instead of following their, up until the 
50s, number one rule “business as usual”, companies began to adopt strategies that 
not only maximized their potential financial gains but also helped them control the 
environmental and social impacts of their activities. Towards this goal, many 
companies started to engage into Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Snider et al. 
(2003) notes that Corporate Social Responsibility is overall a moral obligation of the 
companies to behave ethically towards the society they operate in. Companies 
implement Corporate Social Responsibility through a range of different practices that 
aim to enhance their environmental and social performance, as well as their financial. 
 
There is an abundance of examples of Corporate Social Responsibility actions. For 
instance, Boeing started in 2014 a program that helped farmers in South Africa create 
an income through cultivating sustainable aviation fuel, Coca-Cola promotes well-
being through activities organized by its employees, Volvo runs a research program 
focused on engine technology for renewable fuels and IBM requires all its first-tier 
suppliers to have a management system established. 
 
It is difficult to identify the reasons behind this change in the way companies operate. 
It appears that companies want to connect with the public, ease their concerns 
regarding the impact of their activities and give back to the society. Williamson et al. 
(2006) states that three values are underpinning this behavior: cost savings and 
responding the supply chain and the regulation. On the other hand, companies whose 
Corporate Social Responsibility agenda presented in their reports does not match their 
actual activities, shows that in some cases the reporting and the carrying out of 
Corporate Social Responsibility activities have lost their connection. 
 
Each company can choose the way its Corporate Social Responsibility report is going to 
be structured. There are though several voluntary initiatives to guide the reporting 
process. A globally acknowledged framework for the development of Corporate Social 
Responsibility reports is the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Guidelines. These are a set 
of guidelines designed to help companies write a Corporate Social Responsibility 
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report that communicates their economic, environmental and social performance in a 
comprehensive way. 
 
 
 
1.1 Statement of the problem 
 
 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility reporting is becoming a significant issue in the 
business community; as a result the companies’ perception and reaction on this matter 
has drastically changed. Though the publication of Corporate Social Responsibility 
reports is continuously rising, the evaluation of their quality and the measurement of 
their results remain a complex matter. To that end an evaluation methodology of the 
Corporate Social Responsibility reports that are based on Global Reporting Initiative 
guidelines is a first step towards the control of the reporting quality. 
 
The primary purpose of this thesis is to create a scoring system based on the newest 
Global Reporting Initiative guidelines, G4, in order to help the benchmarking of 
Corporate Social Responsibility reports, and identify to what extent the Corporate 
Social Responsibility reports published for 2014 from Greek Companies are in 
accordance with the aforementioned guidelines. In the beginning, a review of the 
current methodologies that exist for the evaluation of Corporate Social Responsibility 
reports is presented. The review is followed by a comparison between the G3.1 and 
G4 Global Reporting Initiative guidelines. Then a presentation of the different 
sections the Global Reporting Initiative guidelines have, in general, takes place and 
the specific changes that occurred in the new Global Reporting Initiative guidelines 
G4 are noted and explained. At the end, the evaluation methodology with the scoring 
system is described and implemented on reports that were published by 30 Greek 
companies in 2015 concerning the year 2014. 
 
 
 
1.2 Research Questions 
 
 
 
This thesis poses the following research questions: 
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1. What are the differences between the G3.1 and the G4 Global Reporting Initiative 
guidelines?  
 
2. How can an evaluation methodology based on the G4 Global Reporting Initiative 
guidelines be structured?  
 
3. To what extent do the Greek companies’ Corporate Social Responsibility reports 
comply with the Global Reporting Initiative’s new G4 guidelines?  
 
 
 
1.4 Outline of the Study 
 
 
 
In order to answer the research questions, posed earlier in this chapter, this study is 
structured in the following manner: 
 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
 
An overview of the problem is presented, followed by the research questions this study 
aims to answer. The limitations of this research are also provided in this chapter. 
 
Chapter 2 – Literature Review 
 
Here the literature available for Corporate Social Responsibility reporting, the Global 
Reporting Initiative guidelines, other guidelines and standards used for reporting, and 
existing evaluation methodologies are reviewed and analyzed. The methodology of 
evaluation and the analysis of the results are based on these 
 
Chapter 3 – Methodology 
 
The Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines, that are the basis of the evaluation 
methodology develop in this study, are presented here and a brief comparison with the 
G3.1 guidelines follows. Then the criteria and the scores that the developed 
evaluation methodology includes are given. 
 
Chapter 4 – Case Study: the Greek Reports for the year 2014 
 
In this chapter, all the findings of the research are provided. The evaluation of the 
performance of the reports against the criteria of each Principle is given. Then the 
reports are divided in two groups, one that includes companies from the primary and 
the secondary sector and one that includes companies from the tertiary sector, and the 
group performance is identified. 
 
Chapter 5 – Discussion 
 
The results of the research are analyzed here and also the research questions are re-
examined and answered. Comparisons and assumptions about the data are made. 
Furthermore, connections with the existing literature are presented. 
 
Chapter 6- Conclusions 
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This is the last chapter of the study. Here an overview of the whole process and the 
key findings are apposed. The contribution of the study to the literature is explained 
and ate end recommendations for future research are made. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 
2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility Reporting 
 
 
 
In the past decade, there has been an evident turn from companies and organizations 
towards more sustainable practices and solutions in order to incorporate in their 
activities the various social problems (Business for Social Responsibility Education 
Fund 2000). 
 
The reports that integrate the financial, environmental and social performance can be 
found with different names. Daub et al. (2003) name the reports that contain both 
quantitative and qualitative information on the company’s performance on economic, 
environmental and social levels, sustainability reports. The World Business Council for 
 
Sustainable Development gave the following definition “We define sustainable 
development reports as public reports by companies to provide internal and external 
stakeholders with a picture of the corporate position and activities on economic, 
environmental and social dimensions” (WBCSD, 2002). 
 
Some  companies  name  their  reports  as  “Corporate  Social  Responsibility  (CSR) 
 
Reports”. The term Corporate Social Responsibility is one of the oldest used to indicate 
the need for companies to follow business practices in line with the environment and the 
society, and it was originally mentioned in Howard Bowen’s book “The Social 
Responsibilities of the Businessman”, that was published in 1953, though Corporate 
 
Social Responsibility as a notion existed from decades earlier. 
 
The increase in this kind of reporting has led to the demand for tools that help 
evaluate the information provided by the companies in these reports. Many evaluation 
methodologies and scoring systems have been developed the past years, from both 
academic researchers and consultancy firms. 
 
While the interest of companies about sustainability and social responsibility issues has 
risen, there is not a specific detailed description about what activities the companies 
should engage in or how these should be promoted (Van Marrewijk, 2003). 
 
One method of integrating financial and non-financial issues was developed by Kaplan 
and Norton (1992). The Balanced Scorecard helps companies translate their strategy into 
specific financial indicators. It was developed in order to help companies measure 
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their performance against their original goals. Though a very useful tool it is said that 
it lacks the socially related dimensions. 
 
John Elkington in 1998 introduced the concept of “Triple Bottom Line” (economic 
prosperity, environmental quality, social justice). He suggested that if a company wants to 
be successful in addition to the financial considerations it should also report on its 
environmental and social performance, and provide numerical results for their impacts. 
 
Because of the difficulty in the implementation of the original notion of “Triple 
Bottom Line”, Wheeler and Elkington (2001) suggested that a less strict and a more 
qualitative approach should be used for reporting. 
 
In 1997, the Coalition for Environmental Responsible Economics in cooperation with 
the United Nations Environment Programme started the project Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI), which became an independent organization in 2002. 
 
According to the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI 2011), sustainability reporting is: 
 
”the practice of measuring, disclosing and being accountable to internal and external 
stakeholders for organizational performance towards the goal of sustainable 
development. ‘Sustainability reporting' is a broad term considered synonymous with 
others used to describe reporting on economic, environmental, and social impacts 
(e.g., triple bottom line, corporate responsibility reporting, etc.). A sustainability 
report should provide a balanced and reasonable representation of the sustainability 
performance of a reporting organization – including both positive and negative 
contributions. “ 
 
The Global Reporting Initiative issues guidelines that companies can use to report on 
their sustainability performance. These guidelines seem to be gaining support as they 
promote transparency and accountability in reports (Brown, 2005), 
 
In the 2000s, the focus of Corporate Social responsibility shifted to the global business 
environment and led to the involvement of international institutions in the debate on 
responsible business. As Sustainable Development became more and more popular the 
concept of corporate social responsibility reporting gained followers constantly. The 
International Labour Office published its Declaration of International Labour Standards 
and the International Standard Organization developed ISO 26000. Two normative 
frameworks for reporting that provide guidance on performance goals are the United 
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Nations Global Compact Principles, they are universally accepted principles with 
which many organizations align their activities (unglobalcompact.org), and the OECD 
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, that promote policies designed to improve 
the lives of people in general (oecd.org).Windsor (2006) observes that these kind of 
guidelines are providing a base for dialogue on the subject of Corporate Social 
Responsibility but the notion of Corporate Social responsibility still remains in an 
early stage. 
 
 
 
2.2 Evaluation Methodologies 
 
 
 
According to the structure and the objective of each research different evaluation methods 
are used. There are many formal monitoring protocols but the majority of them focuses 
on environmental disclosures. A form of Corporate Social Responsibility Evaluation are 
the award schemes, but few of them publish the details of the selections or do so by 
providing only an overview (Hammond and Miles, 2004). 
 
Evangelinos et al. (2010) point out that in academic quality assessment there are three 
methodologies, for evaluation, used: the questionnaire survey, the scoring system and 
the content analysis. They note that questionnaires are mostly used when it is 
important to determine the personal opinion of participants on the subject of the 
research. The scoring methodology is often used in order to quantify information and 
categorize them. It uses specific scores that correspond to certain criteria. This 
method was used by Morhardt et al. (2002) in the development of a scoring system 
based on Global Reporting Initiative G2 guidelines and most recently by Skouloudis 
et al. (2012) for developing a methodology, using scores from 0 to 4, based on the 
Global Reporting Initiative G3 guidelines. 
 
According to Weber (1988), content analysis quantifies texts into groups by using 
specific criteria. Its use helps researchers determine the inclusion of certain 
characteristics, in a text, in a systematic and replete manner. Alazzani (2013) 
evaluated the inclusion of the Global Reporting Initiative G3 guidelines in eight 
companies’ reports using content analysis and the scores 0 and 1. 
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In this research content analysis together with a scoring system are used in order to 
identify at what extent the reports published by Greek companies for the year 2014 
include the Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines. 
 
 
 
2.3 Important Findings about Corporate Social Responsibility reporting 
 
 
 
In many different studies (Commission of the European Union, 2002; Hopkins, 2004; 
ISO, 2010; Zwetsloot and Starren, 2004) it is stated that Corporate Social Responsibility 
reporting is directly linked with the company’s responsibility to its stakeholders. The 
information of stakeholders about the company’s performance in Corporate Social 
Responsibility is its main aim (Herzig and Schaltegger, 2006; Kolk, 2010) therefore it 
promotes the credibility and transparency of the company’s activities 
 
(Sustainability/UNEP, 1998) which leads to value creation (Schmeltz, 2014). The 
credibility of the report is also affected by the choice of seeking external assurance or 
not. Chapman and Milne (2004) confirmed, while researching the Corporate Social 
Responsibility reports published in New Zealand, that the information concerning 
external assurance and the stance of the most senior decision-maker in the company 
regarding it vague and brief, when referenced in the reports. 
 
The information included in a report has also been found to be relevant to the sector 
of the publishing company. Companies that are viewed by local communities or 
governments as more shady tend to provide more information in their reports (Raar, 
 
2002) and those in sectors considered “dirty”, such as mining, construction and 
others, report on the impacts of their activities with more care (Patten, 1991; Roberts, 
1992; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Garcia and Sanchez,2008). 
 
KPMG in its Survey of Corporate Social Responsibility Reporting in 2013 stated that 
the number of reports published is increasing with the biggest percentage of the 
following the Global Reporting Initiative Guidelines and “over than half of the 
world’s largest companies now invest in assurance”. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 
3.1 The Global Reporting Initiative guidelines 
 
 
 
Global Reporting Initiative is a global autonomous organization that focuses on 
helping businesses, institutions and all kinds of organizations, identify and 
communicate the impact of their activities on various sustainability issues. The 
organization provides sustainability reporting guidelines to companies and any 
interested party regardless of its size, sector or location. 
 
In the past few years Global Reporting Initiative has become the more widely known 
organization concerning Corporate Social Responsibility reporting (Etzion and 
Ferraro, 2010). Currently, the Global Reporting Initiative guidelines are being used by 
thousands of companies in their Corporate Social Responsibility reports. These 
guidelines are widely considered to add credibility at hese reports (KPMG, 2013). 
 
According to the GRI guidelines, all sustainability reports should enclose information 
related to the economic, environmental and social aspects of a company. This 
approach is known as the Triple Bottom Line (Elkington, 1997 and GRI, 2005). With 
these guidelines a company can report on a baseline setoff core indicators and yet 
provide its stakeholder groups with the information they are interested in. 
Transparency and accountability is expected from the companies at all those aspects 
of their performance that are considered material by their stakeholders. 
 
 
 
3.1.1 The Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines 
 
 
The companies can choose to report “in accordance” with the G4 guidelines between 
two options, the Core and the Comprehensive. 
 
With the Core option the companies have to include in the sustainability report the 
essential elements that have do with its economic, environmental and social 
performance. On the other hand the Comprehensive option gives the opportunity to 
companies to extensively report on all crucial matters and issues concerning the 
company’s strategy, ethics and integrity, as well as all the elements included in the 
Core option. 
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The Reporting Principles that should be applied by all organizations during their 
reporting are divided into two groups: 
 
I) Principles for defining report Content 
 
These principles offer a description of the steps that should be followed in order to 
identify what the report should contain, taking into account the company’s activities 
and impacts, as well as its stakeholders opinion. 
 
 Stakeholder Inclusiveness: The company’s stakeholders should be identified 
and its stance towards their needs should be noted and explained. 

 Sustainability Context: The report should contain all the information about the 
performance of the company in a context that includes the different concepts 
of sustainability. 

 Materiality: The aspects covered in the report should be the ones directly 
related to the economic, environmental and social impacts of the company 
and, at the same time, be the ones that affect the most its stakeholders. 

 Completeness: The material aspects and boundaries should be covered 
sufficiently and in a way that clearly shows the company’s performance. 

II) Principles for defining report Quality  
 
The company should use these principles in order to choose the right quality of 
information to use in its report and ensure the correct presentation of every information. 
 
 Balance: Both positive and negative aspects of the company’s performance 
should be included in the report in order to communicate the whole picture of 
its activities. 

 Comparability: All the performance information should be gathered 
consistently and reported in a manner that clearly shows the changes that 
might occur. 

 Accuracy: The report should contain information that are accurate and 
presented in a detailed way. 

 Timeliness: The reporting process should be regular in order to help 
stakeholders gather the necessary information needed for decision-making on 
time. 
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 Clarity: The presentation of information in the report should be clear and 
structured in such a way to be easily accessible by the readers. 

 Reliability: The company’s report should be made in a way that all 
information included can be accessible for examination. 
 
According to which option of “in accordance” the company has chosen for its report 
there are specific General Standard Disclosures required to be included in it. The 
General Standard Disclosures are divided into seven categories.
1
 
 
1. Strategy and Analysis (includes 2 indicators)  
 
2. Organizational Profile (includes 11 indicators)  
 
3. Identified Material Aspects and Boundaries (includes 7 indicators)  
 
4. Stakeholder Engagement (includes 4 indicators)  
 
5. Report Profile (includes 6 indicators)  
 
6. Governance (includes 22 indicators)  
 
7. Ethics and Integrity (includes 3 indicators)  
 
Only for their material aspects companies are called to report on Specific Standard 
Disclosures, which have two categories: 
 
I) Disclosures on Management Approach (MDA) 
 
The following disclosure should be analytically reported for each identified material 
aspect of the company. 
 
 G4-DMA 

a. Report why the Aspect is material. Report the impacts that make this 
Aspect material.  
 
b. Report how the organization manages the material Aspect or its 
impacts.  
 
c. Report the evaluation of the management approach2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 The list of all Indicators is provided in Appendix I   
2 GRI G4 Manual,2014  
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II) Indicators
3
 
 
The G4 guidelines have in total 91 Indicators. From these indicators only those 
relevant with the identified material Aspects should be disclosed in the report. They 
are divided in three categories Economic, Environmental and Social, which have four 
sub-categories. The categories with the Aspects that are connected to each, are the 
following: 
 
Economic 
 
1. Economic Performance (includes 4 indicators)  
 
2. Market Presence (includes 2 indicators)  
 
3. Indirect Economic Impacts (includes 2 indicators)  
 
4. Procurement Practices (includes 1 
indicator) Environmental  
 
1. Materials (includes 2 indicators)  
 
2. Energy (includes 5 indicators)  
 
3. Water (includes 3 indicators)  
 
4. Biodiversity (includes 4 indicators)  
 
5. Emissions (includes 7 indicators)  
 
6. Effluents and waste (includes 5 indicators)  
 
7. Products and Services (includes 2 indicators)  
 
8. Products and Services (includes 2 indicators)  
 
9. Compliance (includes 1 indicator)  
 
10. Transport (includes 1 indicator)  
 
11. Overall (includes 1 indicator)  
 
12. Supplier Environmental Assessment (includes 2 indicators)  
 
13. Environmental Grievance (includes 1 indicator)  
 
 
 
3 The list of all indicators is provided in Appendix I 
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Social 
 
 Sub-Category: Labor Practices and Decent Work ( includes 16 indicators) 
 
1. Employment  
 
2. Labor/Management Relations  
 
3. Occupational Health and Safety  
 
4. Training and Education  
 
5. Diversity and Equal Opportunity  
 
6. Equal Remuneration for Women and Men  
 
7. Supplier Assessment for Labor Practices  
 
8. Labor Practices Grievance Mechanisms  
 
 
 Sub-Category: Human Rights ( includes 12 indicators) 
 
1. Investment  
 
2. Non-discrimination  
 
3. Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining  
 
4. Child Labor  
 
5. Forced or Compulsory Labor  
 
6. Security Practices  
 
7. Indigenous Rights  
 
8. Assessment  
 
9. Supplier Human Rights Assessment  
 
10. Human Rights Grievance Mechanisms  
 
 
 Sub-Category: Society ( includes 11 indicators) 
 
1. Local Communities  
 
2. Anti-corruption  
 
3. Public Policy  
 
4. Anti-competitive Behavior  
 
5. Compliance  
 
6. Supplier Assessment for Impacts on Society  
 
7. Grievance Mechanisms for Impacts on Society  
 
 
 Sub-Category: Product Responsibility ( includes 9 indicators) 
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1. Customer Health and Safety  
 
2. Product and Service Labeling  
 
3. Marketing Communications  
 
4. Customer Privacy  
 
5. Compliance  
 
 
 
3.1.2 Main changes between Global Reporting Initiative G3.1 and G4 guidelines  
 
 
Though the new Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines are based on the previous 
guidelines, the G3.1, there are key differences in the following areas: 
 
1. Reporting Levels 
 
In the Global Reporting Initiative G3.1 guidelines the level of each report was marked 
with the letters from A, B and C and the use of plus symbol when needed. Now, in the G4 
guidelines the reports are split into two categories using an “in accordance” system. The 
first category is called “Core”, for reports including general disclosures, and the second is 
called “Comprehensive”, for reports that go beyond the general disclosure reporting. Also 
the full or partial coverage does not exist anymore. According to the 
 
GRI G$ guidelines a report can either be “in accordance” or not. Any disclosure 
omission should be stated and explained. 
 
2. Materiality 
 
While in the G3.1 guidelines reporters were asked to discuss all indicators – as it was 
the case for an A level report, now only material Aspects related indicators need to be 
included in the report. 
 
3. Disclosures on Management Approach (DMAs) 
 
The new guidelines (G4) focus on the Aspect level (level of general sustainability 
performance fields). This means that companies should first explain which Aspects 
are material and why, the present their management process and at the end show the 
mechanisms used for the evaluation of the management approach. 
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4. Sector Supplements 
 
The specific reporting guidelines for the different industries (sector supplements) will 
now be adapted to Sector Disclosure Tables. 
 
5. External assurance 
 
In the previous reporting guidelines (G3.1) all sections of the report should be assured 
by the same third party. G4 guidelines allow each different section to be assured by a 
different organization as long as it is indicated accordingly in the Content Index. 
 
 
 
3.2 Evaluation Methodology based on Global Reporting Initiative G4 Guidelines 
 
 
 
The Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines have two groups of reporting 
principles. One that concerns the content of the report and one that concerns its 
quality. In these groups the following ten principles are included: 
 
 Principles for defining the report Content 

A. Stakeholder Inclusiveness  
 
B. Context  
 
C. Materiality  
 
D. Completeness  
 
 Principles for defining the report Quality 

E. Balance  
 
F. Comparability  
 
G. Accuracy  
 
H. Timeliness  
 
I. Clarity  
 
J. Reliability  
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For each principle a set of criteria was formed to identify if each report contains all 
the information that is relevant. A score between 0 and 4 points was allocated to each 
criterion. 
 
 Table 1: Rating qualification scale 
  
Points Rating Qualifications 
0 No information concerning this criterion was found in the report. 
1 Information about this criterion is vaguely referenced in the report. 
2 Information about this criterion is provided in the report but significant 
 gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
3 An adequate amount of information about this criterion is provided in the 
 report. 
4 All relevant information about this criterion is provided in the report. 
  
 
 
 
The above table (Table 1) shows the explanation of each points in general terms. The 
points differentiate according to the criterion they concern
4
. There are some 
exceptions to this rating. Some criteria, like the inclusion of the date of the most 
recent previous report, could only receive 0 or 4 points and others, like the 
information about the reporting period, could receive 0 or 2 or 4. 
 
The following table (Table 2) shows the number of criteria and the highest score that 
could be received of each principle. 
 
Table 2: Number of criteria and highest score acquired for each principle  
Principle Number of criteria Maximum Score  
A. Stakeholder 6 24  
Inclusiveness    
B. Context 6 24  
C. Materiality 4 16  
D. Completeness 3 12  
E. Balance 3 12  
F. Comparability 6 24  
G. Accuracy 3 12  
H. Timeliness 3 12  
I. Clarity 6 24  
J. Reliability 5 20  
Total 45 180  
    
 
 
 
 
4 The full list of criteria and their explanation for each principle is provided in Appendix II. 
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In total the thirty Corporate Social Responsibility reports, published for the year 2014 
from Greek companies, were evaluated for 45 criteria concerning the ten Principle of 
the G4 guidelines. The highest score that could be appointed is 180. 
 
The developed methodology only evaluated the contents of each report according to 
the Global Reporting Initiative guidelines and not the actual corporate performance of 
the respective company. If an activity that was related to a Principle was not included 
in the report its score for it was low, regardless of the company’s actual performance. 
 
Furthermore the scoring system used ranked the reports according to the average total 
score, for each principle and for the total. This means that a company may have 
included all the relevant information but receive the same score with another 
company that may have not included every information needed but received higher 
scores in the ones it did include. 
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Chapter 4: Case Study: The Greek Reports of the year 2014 
 
 
 
For the purpose of implementing the evaluation methodology that was created, thirty 
Corporate Social Responsibility reports were examined. All these reports are from 
companies operating in the Greek market, concerning the year 2014 and published in 
the year 2015. The following table (Table 3) shows to which sectors these companies 
belong to
5
. 
 
Table 3: Companies examined divided by sector.  
Sector Companies 
  
Financial and Insurance Services ALPHA BANK, EUROPAIKI PISTI, 
 EUROBANK ERGASIAS, PIREOS 
 BANK 
  
Construction and Construction Materials ΑΤΤΙΚI ΟDOS, CORINTH 
 PIPEWORKS, CABLEL., NEA ΟDOS, 
 AKTOR. 
  
Energy and Energy production HELLENIC PETROLEUM, 
 MOTOROIL, DEI 
  
Materials ELVAL, HALKOR,  ΤΙΤΑΝ, AGET- 
 IRAKLIS 
  
Telecommunications OTE-COSMOTE, VODAFONE, WIND 
  
Conglomerates VASILOPOULOS, MARINOPOULOS. 
  
Groups FOURLIS GROUP, ATTICA GROUP, 
 MITILINEOS GROUP 
  
Consulting Services DKG GROUP, GLOBAL SUSTAIN 
  
Food and Beverages TSAKIRIS, MILI LULI 
  
Others ATHENS INTERNATIONAL 
 AIRPORT S.A, CRETA MARIS 
 BEACH RESORT 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 The sector division was based on the Global Reporting Initiative’s sector categorization. 
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The list of companies that published Corporate Social Responsibility reports in 2015 
was completed through web research. After the identification of each company’s 
name the report was downloaded. 
 
All the reports were evaluated according to the fulfillment of the criteria each of the 10 
principles of the Global Reporting Initiative G4 Guidelines was assigned. A number from 
0 to 4 was given and then the score for each principle as well as the total score 
 
(the sum of the ten principles’ score) were calculated.6 
 
 
 
4.1 Evaluation of GRI principles' adoption7 
 
 
 
In the reports all the stakeholder groups of the company should be identified and 
presented together with basic information, such as their needs, expectations and 
responsibilities. Also the reason for their choice and how the organization chose to 
approach them, including the frequency of the engagement and the outcomes, should 
be provided. Moreover the report should reflect which of these engagement processes 
are used in the ongoing activities by the organization and which were undertaken 
specifically for the report. 
 
Almost 85% of the companies evaluated provided a list of the groups they identified 
as stakeholders. But very few reports included the basis of their selection and those 
who did only gave a brief definition of who can be considered as a stakeholder. The 
stakeholder engagement types was a topic covered from around 66% of the reports 
while their frequency, the concerns raised and how the organizations responded to 
them were included in half of these reports (Table 4). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 Each Principle’s scores and the total score for each report can be found in Appendix III.   
7 All numbers are rounded up to the nearest decimal  
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Table 4: Stakeholder inclusiveness Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
GLOBAL      
SUSTAIN 2.7 TITAN 2.0 MOTOROIL 1.3 
      
CABLEL 2.5 HALKOR 2.0 VODAFONE 1.2 
      
MITILINEOS  HELLENIC    
GROUP 2.3 PETROLEUM 1.8 AGET-IRAKLIS 1.0 
      
ALPHA BANK 2.2 TSAKIRIS 1.8 AKTOR 1.0 
      
  ATTICA    
OTE-COSMOTE 2.0 GROUP 1.7 ATTIKI ODOS 0.8 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 2.0 NEA ODOS 1.7 VASILOPOULOS 0.3 
      
    EUROPAISTIKI  
ELVAL 2.0 WIND 1.5 PISTI 0.2 
      
  PIREOS  EUROBANK-  
MARINOPOULOS 2.0 BANK 1.3 ERGASIAS 0.0 
      
CORINTH      
PIPEWORKS 2.0 DEI 1.3 CRETA MARIS 0.0 
      
TITAN 2.0 MILI LULI 1.3 DKG GROUP 0.0 
      
 
 
One of the main purposes of a Corporate Social Responsibility report is to link the 
organization’s performance with the concept of Sustainability. The information 
provided should show the organization’s understanding of Sustainable Development 
and should act as measures of it for the topics covered in the report. Furthermore the 
appropriate geographical context and the relation with risks and opportunities of the 
organization’s activities should be evident. 
 
From the reports evaluated only 10% explained the organizations’ activities in relation 
with the broader concept of Sustainable Development. While in most reports the 
companies’ activities were presented in the appropriate geographical context, in an 
adequate manner, the relationship of their aspects and impacts with global and local 
Sustainable Development goals was only briefly mentioned. The presentation of risks and 
opportunities that emanate from the companies’ stance towards sustainability is, in 
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the bigger percentage of the reports, vague without useful information. At the same 
time, the statement from the most senior decision-maker, that should provide 
information about the key activities and targets, the present performance progress and 
the future targets, as well as the company’s strategic approach, is in most reports 
brief, general, with significant gaps and fails to provide all the necessary, according to 
the Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines, information (Table 5). 
 
Table 5: Sustainability Context Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
    EUROBANK-  
TITAN 2.3 HALKOR 1.7 ERGASIAS 1.0 
      
  ALPHA    
AGET-IRAKLIS 2.0 BANK 1.5 ATTICA GROUP 1.0 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 2.0 WIND 1.5 DKG GROUP 1.0 
      
MARINOPOULOS 2.0 DEI 1.5 CRETA MARIS 0.8 
      
CORINTH      
PIPEWORKS 2.0 VODAFONE 1.3 PIREOS BANK 0.7 
      
  ATTIKI    
ELVAL 1.8 ODOS 1.3 VASILOPOULOS 0.7 
      
HELLENIC      
PETROLEUM 1.8 MOTOROIL 1.3 MILI LULI 0.7 
      
MITILINEOS      
GROUP 1.8 NEA ODOS 1.3 TSAKIRIS 0.7 
      
GLOBAL    EUROPAISTIKI  
SUSTAIN 1.7 AKTOR 1.2 PISTI 0.5 
      
OTE-COSMOTE 1.7 CABLEL 1.2 FOURLIS GROUP 0.5 
      
 
 
 
A central concept to Corporate Social Responsibility reporting is Materiality. It is the 
identification of the topics that have direct or indirect impact to the organizations 
activities. In order for a report to cover this principle it should contain information about 
the economic, environmental and social impacts of the organizations that influence 
substantively the opinion of stakeholders. More specifically the legal entities of the 
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organization, the process for defining the report content and all the material Aspects 
with prioritization and their Boundaries should be included in the report. 
 
Despite the importance of Materiality the reports examined had significant gaps and 
ambiguities (Table 6). The criterion mostly covered was the presentation of the list of 
economic entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements or 
equivalent documents, for which only the 13% of the reports did not provide any 
information at all. The process followed in order to define what should be included in 
the report and the Aspect Boundaries was from most companies reported but with 
evident gaps, while it was sententiously mentioned or not mentioned at all from the 
rest. Furthermore the material Aspects are outlined in 50% of the reports and 
presented with more details in 33% of them. At the same time their prioritization is a 
topic that only the 13% of the reports adequately provides information for. 
 
Table 6: Materiality Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company  Score Company Score 
 
        
 
GLOBAL   OTE-     
 
SUSTAIN 3.0 COSMOTE  1.8 NEA ODOS 1.5 
 
        
 
ELVAL 2.5 AKTOR  1.8 HALKOR 1.5 
 
        
 
   ATHENS   EUROPAISTIKI  
 
MARINOPOULOS 2.5 AIRPORT  1.8 PISTI 1.3 
 
        
 
CABLEL 2.3 MILI LULI  1.8 WIND 1.3 
 
        
 
MITILINEOS   PIREOS     
 
GROUP 2.3 BANK  1.5 TITAN 1.3 
 
        
 
   ATTICA   FOURLIS  
 
TSAKIRIS 2.3 GROUP  1.5 GROUP 0.8 
 
        
 
   AGET-   EUROBANK-  
 
VODAFONE 2.0 IRAKLIS  1.5 ERGASIAS 0.3 
 
        
 
   
ATTIKI 
     
       
 
MOTOROIL 2.0 ODOS  1.5 DKG GROUP 0.3 
 
        
 
CORINTH        
 
PIPEWORKS 2.0 DEI  1.5 VASILOPOULOS 0.3 
 
        
 
   HELLENIC     
 
ALPHA BANK 1.8 PETROLEUM  1.5 CRETA MARIS 0.0 
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Stakeholders should be able to assess the organization’s performance during the 
reporting period by reading the Corporate Social Responsibility Report, therefore the 
material Aspects and their Boundaries should be fully and clearly reported. The 
Boundaries of the material Aspects along with any limitation should be given for 
within and outside the organization. Of course any restatement of information 
presented in previous reports and the reason for them should be provided. 
 
The 60% of the reports examined do not mention Aspect Boundaries at all and in 
none of them the material Aspects, either within or outside the organization, were 
fully reported together with any specific limitation. Also, most reports do not mention 
whether any restatement of information provided in previous reports was made or not 
(Table 7). 
 
Table 7: Completeness Scores Per Company  
 Company  Score Company Score Company Score 
 
        
 
 ALPHA     ATHENS  
 
 BANK  2.7 ATTIKI ODOS 1.3 AIRPORT 0.3 
 
        
 
 HELLENIC     EUROBANK-  
 
 PETROLEUM  2.7 DEI 1.3 ERGASIAS 0.0 
 
        
 
 TITAN  2.7 CABLEL 1.3 PIREOS BANK 0.0 
 
        
 
 GLOBAL       
 
 SUSTAIN  2.0 MARINOPOULOS 1.3 CRETA MARIS 0.0 
 
        
 
    MITILINEOS    
 
 ELVAL  2.0 GROUP 1.3 DKG GROUP 0.0 
 
        
 
    CORINTH    
 
 MOTOROIL  2.0 PIPEWORKS 1.0 FOURLIS GROUP 0.0 
 
        
 
    EUROPAISTIKI    
 
 HALKOR  2.0 PISTI 0.7 VASILOPOULOS 0.0 
 
        
 
 
OTE- 
       
       
 
 COSMOTE  1.3 ATTICA GROUP 0.7 VODAFONE 0.0 
 
        
 
 AGET-       
 
 IRAKLIS  1.3 MILI LULI 0.7 WIND 0.0 
 
        
 
 AKTOR  1.3 TSAKIRIS 0.7 NEA ODOS 0.0 
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In order for a consistent and comprehensible evaluation of the overall performance, of 
the organization, to take place the report should provide information for both positive 
and negative aspects of its performance. The information included should be 
presented together with those of previous years and in a format that make the trends 
clear. All Aspects should be presented according to their materiality. 
 
The evaluation of the reports show that 40% of the report did not include any 
unfavorable aspect while the percentage of the reports that included negative results 
but without providing any information about their magnitude was also 40. The trends 
in the performance were easily seen in all reports. In 37% of the reports the positive 
and negative trends were presented with omissions and for the other 63% all 
information was adequately described. It is evident that the presentation of the various 
Aspects was not fully proportionate. 63% of the reports emphasized on critical aspects 
of performance but not the material ones, about 23% covered some aspects regardless 
of their relative materiality, and only 14% provided information for material aspects 
(Table 8). 
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Table 8: Balance Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
MITILINEOS  CORINTH  ATTIKI  
GROUP 2.7 PIPEWORKS 2.3 ODOS 1.7 
      
EUROBANK-      
ERGASIAS 2.3 TITAN 2.3 ELVAL 1.7 
      
EUROPAISTIKI    HELLENIC  
PISTI 2.3 HALKOR 2.3 PETROLEUM 1.7 
      
OTE-COSMOTE 2.3 ALPHA BANK 2.0 WIND 1.3 
      
AGET-IRAKLIS 2.3 PIREOS BANK 2.0 AKTOR 1.3 
      
    FOURLIS  
DEI 2.3 VASILOPOULOS 2.0 GROUP 1.0 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 2.3 TSAKIRIS 2.0 MILI LULI 1.0 
      
CABLEL 2.3 ATTICA GROUP 1.7 NEA ODOS 1.0 
      
  GLOBAL  CRETA  
MOTOROIL 2.3 SUSTAIN 1.7 MARIS 0.7 
      
MARINOPOULOS 2.3 VODAFONE 1.7 DKG GROUP 0.7 
      
 
 
 
It is important for a report to comply with the principle of Comparability. Data that 
concern the organization’s performance, especially those that are going to be included 
in the report should be gathered and compiled without any omissions. Also all 
information should be reported consistently. The changes in the organization’s 
performance through time should be clearly seen in the report and analysis relative to 
other organizations should be supported by it. 
 
From the reports that the sample consisted of 57% included widely accepted indicators 
that reflected the company’s performance but due to omissions a comparison was limited. 
The other 43% reported an adequate number of widely accepted indicators that enable a 
good comparison. The GRI guidelines were used, either partially or fully, from the 80% 
of the reports. Some reports used other generally accepted protocols for reporting. The 
most used were United Nations Global Compact Principles, AA10000 
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and ISO 26000. GRI Sector Supplements were used by 23% of the reports examined. 
All the repots contained information that could be compared on a year to year basis 
but only the 13% of them reported any significant changes, either in the company’s 
structure or the Scope and Aspect Boundaries, or the absence of such from previous 
reports (Table 9). 
 
Table 9: Comparability Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
HELLENIC      
PETROLEUM 3.3 AGET-IRAKLIS 1.5 NEA ODOS 1.2 
      
CORINTH    EUROPAISTIKI  
PIPEWORKS 3.0 MARINOPOULOS 1.5 PISTI 1.0 
      
  MITILINEOS    
HALKOR 2.8 GROUP 1.5 DKG GROUP 1.0 
      
ALPHA    GLOBAL  
BANK 2.7 VODAFONE 1.3 SUSTAIN 1.0 
      
TITAN 2.3 WIND 1.3 MILI LULI 1.0 
      
CABLEL 2.2 ATTIKI ODOS 1.3 CRETA MARIS 0.8 
      
    FOURLIS  
OTE-COSM 2.0 MOTOROIL 1.3 GROUP 0.8 
      
  EUROBANK-    
DEI 2.0 ERGASIAS 1.2 VASILOPOULOS 0.8 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 2.0 PIREOS BANK 1.2 AKTOR 0.8 
      
ELVAL 1.7 ATTICA GROUP 1.2 TSAKIRIS 0.8 
      
 
 
The provided information should be as detailed as possible and sufficiently accurate 
in order for the organization’s performance to be assessed properly by stakeholders. 
Any data included in the report, either quantitative or qualitative, should be 
accompanied with information relevant to its selection, compilation and presentation. 
 
The calculation procedures were not provided from the 44% of the reports while the 
36% only vaguely referenced the data measurement techniques. Only the 20% percent 
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of the reports examined provided an explanation regarding the bases of calculations, 
mostly in footnotes, but with significant gaps and ambiguities. Similar was the case 
about the estimations of data, with 70% of the reports not providing any relevant 
information. Of course without providing information about the calculation 
techniques or the basis of assumptions 94% of the reports’ qualitative data could not 
be verified solely from reading them (Table 10). 
 
Table 10: Accuracy Scores Per Company 
 
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
TITAN 2.0 PIREOS BANK 0.7 NEA ODOS 0.3 
      
  OTE-  EUROPAISTIKI  
HALKOR 2.0 COSMOTE 0.7 PISTI 0.0 
      
CABLEL 1.7 AKTOR 0.7 ATTICA GROUP 0.0 
      
ELVAL 1.7 ATTIKI ODOS 0.7 DKG GROUP 0.0 
      
  HELLENIC    
ALPHA BANK 1.0 PETROLEUM 0.7 FOURLIS GROUP 0.0 
      
WIND 1.0 MOTOROIL 0.7 VASILOPOULOS 0.0 
      
AGET-  EUROBANK-  GLOBAL  
IRAKLIS 1.0 ERGASIAS 0.3 SUSTAIN 0.0 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 1.0 CRETA MARIS 0.3 MILI LULI 0.0 
      
MITILINEOS      
GROUP 1.0 VODAFONE 0.3 MARINOPOULOS 0.0 
      
CORINTH      
PIPEWORKS 1.0 DEI 0.3 TSAKIRIS 0.0 
      
 
 
The reporting processes should have a regular schedule in order for all the information 
to be provided on time. Furthermore information about the data’s timeliness should be 
included in the report. 
 
All 30 reports examined provided the information while it was relatively recent to the 
reporting period. Some previous years’ information was given for comparability reason 
only. The reporting period was clearly stated from 70% of the reports while the other 
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30% provided the year but did not give any clarifications. The 87% percent of the 
reports did not mention the date of the previous report. Also the reporting cycle was 
implied in the 47% of the reports, and clearly stated in the 43%. 10% of the reports 
did not provide any data about their reporting cycle. 
 
Table 11: Timeliness Scores Per Company 
 
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
  CORINTH    
WIND 4.0 PIPEWORKS 2.7 TITAN 2.0 
      
AKTOR 4.0 HALKOR 2.7 TSAKIRIS 2.0 
      
MILI LULI 3.3 ALPHA BANK 2.0 DEI 1.5 
      
EUROPAISTIK  EUROBANK-    
I PISTI 2.7 ERGASIAS 2.0 PIREOS BANK 1.3 
      
OTE-  ATTICA  ATHENS  
COSMOTE 2.7 GROUP 2.0 AIRPORT 1.3 
      
AGET-      
IRAKLIS 2.7 DKG GROUP 2.0 MOTOROIL 1.3 
      
  GLOBAL  MITILINEOS  
CABLEL 2.7 SUSTAIN 2.0 GROUP 1.3 
      
ELVAL 2.7 VODAFONE 2.0 CRETA MARIS 0.7 
      
HELLENIC    FOURLIS  
PETROLEUM 2.7 ATTIKI ODOS 2.0 GROUP 0.7 
      
  MARINOPOUL  VASILOPOUL  
NEA ODOS 2.7 OS 2.0 OS 0.7 
      
 
 
The Corporate Social Responsibility report of an organization should present all 
information in an understandable manner, without unnecessary details or technical 
terms. Its structure should be clear in order for stakeholders to find specific 
information without unreasonable effort. Moreover it should be easily accessible. Of 
course the contact point for questions should be provided. 
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From the sample of reports, the 54% provided few unnecessary details or did not have 
as many details as needed and the 44% covered most aspects adequately. All reports 
had a good structure that enables readers to find the information they want without 
unreasonable effort, although there were some reports that had few features that need 
more consideration, and when technical terms were used they were either explained in 
context or in a relevant glossary. 66% of the reports were available in English and in 
Greek. The GRI Content Index provided included the indicators and the page or 
chapter name they corresponded to. Lastly 87% of the reports included the 
information of a contact point to which questions about the report could be posed. 
 
Table 12: Clarity Scores Per Company  
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
  CORINTH  FOURLIS  
TITAN 3.5 PIPEWORKS 2.8 GROUP 2.2 
      
CABLEL 3.2 ALPHA BANK 2.7 VASILOPOULOS 2.2 
      
ATTICA      
GROUP 3.0 OTE-COSMOTE 2.7 MILI LULI 2.2 
      
GLOBAL    MITILINEOS  
SUSTAIN 3.0 AKTOR 2.7 GROUP 2.2 
      
    EUROPAISTIKI  
DEI 3.0 MARINOPOULOS 2.7 PISTI 2.0 
      
ATHENS      
AIRPORT 3.0 HALKOR 2.7 DKG GROUP 2.0 
      
HELLENIC      
PETROLEUM 3.0 AGET-IRAKLIS 2.5 ELVAL 2.0 
      
VODAFONE 2.8 NEA ODOS 2.5 CRETA MARIS 1.8 
      
    EUROBANK-  
WIND 2.8 ATTIKI ODOS 2.3 ERGASIAS 1.7 
      
MOTOROIL 2.8 TSAKIRIS 2.3 PIREOS BANK 1.3 
      
 
 
 
The last Principle included in Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines for which the 
reports were evaluated is Reliability. Any report should provide information in such a 
 
 
 
37 
 
way that an examination could check whether the statements in it are real and material. 
An external assurance is advised in order to enhance the credibility of the report. 
 
The evaluation of Reliability was based on external assurance. Half of the reporting 
companies chose not to seek external assurance for their report about 2014. From the 
other half that chose to be externally assured the 53% presented the scope and extent 
of the external assurance, the 47% did not provide the current practice with regard to 
external assurance scope and basis of external assurance, the 67% sententiously 
mention the relationship between the organization and the assurance providers and the 
80% did not report on whether the highest governance body or senior executives 
sought this assurance. 
 
Table 13: Reliability Scores Per Company 
 
Company Score Company Score Company Score 
      
ELVAL 1.8 DEI 1.0 FOURLIS GROUP 0.0 
      
TITAN 1.6 HALKOR 1.0 VASILOPOULOS 0.0 
      
GLOBAL      
SUSTAIN 1.4 ALPHA BANK 0.8 AKTOR 0.0 
      
OTE-COSMOTE 1.4 ATTICA GROUP 0.4 ATTIKI ODOS 0.0 
      
WIND 1.4 AGET-IRAKLIS 0.4 MILI LULI 0.0 
      
ATHENS  HELLENIC    
AIRPORT 1.4 PETROLEUM 0.4 MOTOROIL 0.0 
      
  EUROBANK-    
CABLEL 1.4 ERGASIAS 0.0 MARINOPOULOS 0.0 
      
CORINTH  EUROPAISTIKI  MITILINEOS  
PIPEWORKS 1.4 PISTI 0.0 GROUP 0.0 
      
PIREOS BANK 1.0 CRETA MARIS 0.0 NEA ODOS 0.0 
      
VODAFONE 1.0 DKG GROUP 0.0 TSAKIRIS 0.0 
      
 
 
 
The results show that overall the Corporate Social Responsibility reports, published from 
Greek companies for the year 2014, and scored points, for their total performance in the 
criteria set for the ten principles, from 0.6 to 2.3 with an average of 1.5. The 
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lowest and the highest score along with the average score of each principle are shown 
in Table 14. 
 
The two principles that have the lowest average score (0.6) are Accuracy and 
Reliability. It is important, for a report to be accurate, that the basis for calculations 
and the techniques used to measure data are presented in detailed. Furthermore the 
estimations, the way they were chosen and the assumptions made about numbers 
should be clearly stated. Of course any qualitative data included in the report should 
be accompanied with evidence that could support the results. The reports examined, 
with very few exceptions, did not manage to fulfill the criteria for the Principle of 
Accuracy, by not providing all the supporting information needed, and their scores 
rage from 0.0 to 2.0. The small number of reports that provided some information 
about the quantitative and/or the qualitative data included, did so briefly and mostly 
with footnotes that directed the reader to other publications and to websites. 
 
Table 14: Lowest, Highest and Average Scores of Principles 
 
Principle Lowest Score Highest Score Average Score 
    
A. Stakeholder    
Inclusiveness 0.0 2.7 1.4 
    
B. Sustainability    
Context 0.5 2.3 1.4 
    
C. Materiality 0.0 3.0 1.6 
    
D. Completeness 0.0 2.7 1.0 
    
E. Balance 0.7 2.7 1.9 
    
F. Comparability 0.8 3.3 1.6 
    
G. Accuracy 0.0 2.0 0.6 
    
H. Timeliness 0.5 3.0 1.6 
    
I. Clarity 1.3 3.5 2.5 
    
J. Reliability 0.0 1.8 0.6 
    
Total 0.5 2.1 1.4 
    
 
 
The principle of Reliability also has an average score of 0.6, with scores ranging from 0.0 
to 2.1. This Principle refers to the verification of the information that is provided in 
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the report by an external assurance provider. In the external assurance report the 
scope and the extent of it should be adequately described and independence of the 
assurance provider declared. Reference to the current policy of the company 
concerning external assurance should be provide also. This Principle’s score is low 
due to the fact that 47% of the reports that were examined for this research din not 
include an external assurance. The reports that did provide one mainly focused on the 
presentation of the scope and extent of it, but most reports had gaps and omissions. 
 
Clarity was the principle that received the highest average score, 2.5, and the reports’ 
scores range from 1.3 to 3.5. This was a principle that could be seen, to an extent, to 
all reports. With few exceptions, the reports examined have a good structure and 
provide an adequate amount of information in a clear manner. Some used unnecessary 
details in specific parts while others did not give to some information’s presentations 
the appropriate length. The criterion of Clarity for which the lowest scores were 
observed, is the one concerning the availability of information to stakeholders (people 
with particular accessibility needs, different languages, web accessibility etc.). 
 
It should be noted that all principles, except clarity have average scores below 2, 
which is the base of the scoring system used. 
 
 
 
4.2 A synthesis of findings by sector 
 
 
 
The thirty companies of which the Corporate Social Responsibility reports were 
examined in this research were from different sectors. Since for most sectors the 
reports evaluated do not reach the number of a sample that could provide results with 
small percentage of uncertainties, and a result that could indicate the trend each sector 
follows clearly, the reports were divided into groups according to the relevance of the 
reporting company. 
 
Two groups were created. The first group includes all companies that develop, in 
some way, a product and the second group includes all companies that provide a 
service. The following tables show which companies belong to which group. 
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  Table 15: Companies included in Group 1 
    
Group 1    
Construction &  ΑΤΤΙΚI ΟDOS, CORINTH PIPEWORKS, CABLEL., NEA 
Construction  ΟDOS, AKTOR. 
Materials    
Energy & Energy  HELLENIC PETROLEUM, MOTOROIL, DEI 
production    
Materials  ELVAL, HALKOR,  ΤΙΤΑΝ, AGET-IRAKLIS 
Food and  TSAKIRIS, MILI LULI 
Beverages    
  Table 16: Companies included in Group 2 
   
Group 2   
Financial and  ALPHA BANK, EUROPAIKI PISTI, EUROBANK 
Insurance Services  ERGASIAS, PIREOS BANK 
Telecommunications OTE-COSMOTE, VODAFONE, WIND 
Consulting Services  DKG GROUP, GLOBAL SUSTAIN 
Others  ATHENS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT S.A, CRETA 
   MARIS BEACH RESORT 
Groups  FOURLIS  GROUP,  ATTICA  GROUP,  MITILINEOS 
   GROUP 
Conglomerates  VASILOPOULOS, MARINOPOULOS 
    
 
 
Group 1 includes 14 companies from four different sectors. All these companies 
either produce, gather and dispose goods taken directly from nature, for exampling 
Hellenic Petroleum, or take the goods directly from nature and with a specific 
procedure make their product, as it is the case with Tsakiris. 
 
The total scores of the companies that are included in Group 1 range from 1.1 to 2.1 
with total average score equal to 1.5. For this group best report principle is Clarity 
with an average total score of 2.7 and worst reported quality is Reliability with an 
average total score of 0.5. For these companies all total scores are above 1.1. 
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Table 17: Group 1 scores 
 
 MAX MIN AVERAGE 
    
A.STAKEHOLDER    
INCLUSIVENESS 2.1 0.7 1.4 
    
B.SUSTAINABILITY    
CONTEXT 2.3 0.7 1.4 
    
C.MATERIALITY 2.5 1.3 1.7 
    
D.COMPLETENESS 2.7 0.0 1.4 
    
E.BALANCE 2.3 1.0 1.8 
    
F.COMPARABILITY 3.3 0.8 1.7 
    
G.ACCURACY 2.0 0.0 0.9 
    
H.TIMELINESS 3.0 1.0 1.9 
    
I.CLARITY 3.5 2.0 2.7 
    
J.RELIABILITY 1.8 0.0 0.5 
    
TOTAL 2.1 1.1 1.5 
    
 
 
 
Group 2 includes 16 companies from about nine sectors (the group and sector parts of 
the table can be counted differently). This group’s companies provide a service, either 
to consumers, like Vodafone, or to other businesses, as for example Global Sustain 
does. 
 
This group’s highest total score is 1.8, its lowest total score is 0.6 and its average total 
score is 1.3. Clarity, with an average total score of 2.4, is this group’s best report 
principle also, while Accuracy is its worst with an average total score of 0.4. All total 
scores of this group are below 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
42 
Table 18: Group 2 scores 
 
 MAX MIN AVERAGE 
    
A.STAKEHOLDER    
INCLUSIVENESS 2.3 0.0 1.1 
    
B.SUSTAINABILITY    
CONTEXT 2.0 0.5 1.3 
    
C.MATERIALITY 3.0 0.3 1.5 
    
D.COMPLETENESS 2.7 0.0 0.7 
    
E.BALANCE 2.7 0.7 1.9 
    
F.COMPARABILITY 2.7 0.8 1.3 
    
G.ACCURACY 1.0 0.0 0.4 
    
H.TIMELINESS 3.0 0.5 1.5 
    
I.CLARITY 3.0 1.3 2.4 
    
J.RELIABILITY 1.4 0.0 0.6 
    
TOTAL 1.8 0.6 1.3 
    
 
 
 
Through the comparison of the two groups it is evident that, Group 1 includes 
companies which have reports that incorporate the principles of the GRI G4 
guidelines in a better way than those included in Group 2. Although the difference in 
the average scores of Principles and the total score is very small there is one Principle 
that differentiates more than the others. The Principle of Completeness has an average 
score of 1.4 in Group 1 and an average score of 0.7 in Group 2. This means that the 
companies of Group 1 incorporated the Principle of Completeness twice as well as 
those of Group 2. From the two tables we can see that Group 1 performed slightly 
better in all Principles except from the Principles of Balance and Reliability for which 
the companies in Group 2 received higher average scores. 
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4.4 Guideline Inclusion 
 
 
The majority of reports (19) have inclusion percentage between 25% and 50%, while 
six of them have under 25% and five of them over 50%. The inclusion percentages 
range from 14.4% to 56.1% with an average of 37.3%. The following diagram (Figure 
1) shows the inclusion percentage of each company. 
 
Figure 1: The guideline inclusion percentage of each company’s report 
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From the evaluation of the reports it is evident that in Greece the 83% of published 
reports have less than 50% coverage of the Principles included in the G4 guidelines. 
The companies whose reports have inclusion percentage higher that 50% are TITAN 
(56.1%), Corinth Pipeworks (52.8%), CABLEL (52.2%), HALKOR (51.7%) and 
Hellenic Petroleum (50.6%). 
 
Breaking down the overall percentage of principle inclusion into percentage of 
inclusion of each Principle (Figure 2) the fact that most reports do not provide all the 
information proposed by the G4 guidelines, for each Principle, is clear. From the ten 
Principles only one, Clarity, has a percentage of inclusion higher than 50 (60%). Two 
Principles, Balance and Timeliness, have a 50% inclusion percentage and the seven 
Principles left have percentages between 10 and 40 (Figure 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
44 
Figure 2: The average percentage of inclusion of each Principle 
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The results of the report evaluation show that the Principle most well reported, according 
to the G4 guidelines, is Clarity. Its inclusion percentage reaches 60% and has an average 
score of 2.5. This Principle concerns the way the information is presented in the report, 
how reader friendly the report is, the Global Reporting Initiative Content 
 
Index (where applicable) and the details about how to contact the company. Clarity’s 
score for each company is shown in Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3: The score each company’s report received for the Principle of Clarity. 
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On the other hand the Principle of Reliability, which refers to whether the report is 
assured by an independent third party or not, has the lowest average percentage of 
inclusion. While its average percentage of inclusion is 10 from the evaluation of the 
reports showed that 14 out of 30 companies scored zero out of four points in this 
Principle. The following diagram presents each company’s score in the Principle of 
 
Reliability (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4: The score each company’s report received for the Principle of Reliability. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
 
5.1 Analysis of findings 
 
 
 
Stakeholder engagement is becoming increasingly important for companies in the last 
few years. Although an 85% of the Greek companies have included a list of 
stakeholders in the reports, few information about their needs, responsibilities and 
expectations or the engagement processes is provided. In contrast with the global 
trends, which show that stakeholder engagement is thoroughly reported by a growing 
number of companies (KPMG, 2013), the percentage of stakeholder engagement 
inclusiveness, in the reports concerning the year 2014 that were published in Greece, 
is relatively low at around 40%. 
 
The Principle most with the highest inclusion percentage is Balance. From the 
evaluation of the published reports it is evident that the companies’ effort, to report 
their topics equally and in a manner that allows readers to identify changes on a year-
to-year basis, is adequate. Still the 50% inclusion of this Principle is considered rather 
low in a global scale. 
 
One of Corporate Social Responsibility reporting’s main purposes is to inform 
stakeholders about the company’s progress in its activities (Herzig and Schaltegger, 
2006; Kolk, 2010) and to promote credibility and transparency (Sustainability/UNEP, 
 
1998). According to Schmeltz (2014) the credibility of a company’s commitments 
and its value creation are improved significantly by transparent communication. 
 
While transparency and accountability are considered qualities of high importance in the 
global community, the research of the reports from companies in the Greek market 
showed that these qualities are not given enough attention. The Global Reporting 
 
Initiative’s Principles that promote the aforementioned qualities are Accuracy and 
 
Reliability. For these Principles the examined reports had percentages of inclusion of 
20 and 10, respectively. The current trend in Corporate Social Responsibility 
reporting indicate a much more positive stance towards these two Principles. With the 
stakeholders becoming more and more aware, of the companies’ activities, and 
involved in their reporting, accountability and transparency have become essential 
qualities in a report. 
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With the exception of few companies that provided some information about the 
process of the data collection and the calculations found in their reports, most 
companies just apposed numbers and qualitative statements, without giving an 
explanation about how these results were reached, therefore scored a low percentage 
of Accuracy inclusion. According to KPMG (2013) in most countries the number of 
companies seeking external assurance for their reports is relatively big and gradually 
increasing. In contrast, from the reports published by companies of the Greek market, 
only half had external assurance. Moreover it can be said that the external assurance 
provided from these reports did not always provide all the necessary, according to the 
G4 guidelines, information. 
 
The examination of the 30 Greek Corporate Social Responsibility reports, which were 
published in the year 2015, revealed that 83% of them have less than 50% inclusion 
of the Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines’ Principles, although 25 out of the 30 
companies used the Global Reporting Initiative guidelines and from them 80% used 
the G4 guidelines. Despite the low percentage of Principle inclusion, it is clear that 
the findings about the guidelines used for reporting in the Greek companies’ reports 
for the year 2014 are in line with the findings of KPMG’s Survey of Corporate Social 
 
Responsibility Reporting (2013) the worldwide trend in in Corporate Social 
Responsibility reporting, which is the use of Global Reporting Initiative guidelines. 
 
The small number of published reports concerning the year 2014 did not allow the 
deduction of specific results about all the sectors in the Greek market. To aid the 
analysis of the results a segregation of the companies into two group took place. The 
first group included the companies that belong in the primary and secondary 
production sectors and the second those companies that belong in the tertiary 
production sector. In line with Patten (1991), Roberts (1992), Hackston and Milne 
(1996), Garcia and Sanchez (2008), who noted that more environmental sensitive 
companies have more informative reports, the research showed that companies with 
activities relevant with materials, construction and energy production have higher 
percentage of Global Reporting Initiative G4 Principle inclusion. Furthermore, like 
Raar (2002) confirmed when researching a sample of Australian industries, sectors 
that are considered more hostile to the environment by the local communities or the 
government do provide more information to their stakeholders. 
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5.2 Limitations of Research 
 
 
 
This study evaluates only the reports that were publicly available in the year 2015 and 
were published by Greek companies. No reference to previous years’ reports was 
made due to the fact that such a study would require a different time frame that the 
one available for this thesis. Also, another reason for the selection of this specific time 
period was the fact that the Global Reporting Initiative’s G4 guidelines were 
published in May 2013, therefore reports concerning reporting periods prior to 2014 
would not be the most appropriate sample. Moreover, the Global Reporting Initiative 
guidelines were chosen for the development of the evaluation methodology due to 
their popularity for Corporate Social Responsibility reporting (Brown et al., 2009). 
 
Further limitations were putted to this study by the small number of companies in 
Greece that publish this kind of reports. Research led to the identification of thirty 
reports that fitted the purpose of the research. The small sample, in comparison with 
the number of companies in the Greek Market, leads to limited uncertainties for the 
trends observed through the evaluation of the reports. In addition, not all sectors are 
represented and for few of them conclusions can be made through the report. For this 
reason the findings concerning sectors are presented mainly after the grouping of 
reports. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 
 
 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility reporting is an activity increasingly adopted by 
companies every year. The need for accountability and transparency as well as 
governmental pressure are considered the main drives of this trend. Global Reporting 
Initiative guidelines are a Corporate Social Responsibility reporting framework that 
helps companies measure, compile and publish all the relevant information. These 
guidelines are one of the most utilized frameworks and for this reason they were 
chosen as the basis of the evaluation methodology developed and use in this study. 
 
 
 
6.1 Methodology and main findings 
 
 
 
The objective of this research was to identify at which level the Corporate Social 
Responsibility reports published for the year 2014 by Greek Companies, have 
incorporated the ten Principles of the new Global Reporting Initiative guidelines, G4. 
This was done by developing an evaluation methodology that includes criteria for 
each one of the Global Reporting Initiative G4 Principles and then grading each report 
accordingly. The aim was thus to understand if the companies in Greece have used the 
Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines in their Corporate Social Responsibility 
Reports and to what degree the Global Reporting Initiative G4 Principles are 
integrated in them. 
 
Through research the Corporate Social Responsibility Reports, concerning the year 2014 
and published in the year 2015, from Greek Companies were gathered. The reports were 
of different size and the companies were from various sectors. A different number of 
criteria was set for each principle and a number from 0 to 4 was given for each criterion, 
with 0 being the lowest grade and 4 the highest. The all the scores were gathered and 
statistical analysis followed. The highest and the lowest scores were identified for each 
Principle along with the average score. The percentages of companies that fulfilled the 
criteria of the Principles were discussed. After that, the companies were divided into to 
two groups. The first included the companies that belong in the primary and the 
secondary sector and the second included the companies 
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that belong in the tertiary sector. Again the highest and the lowest scores were identified 
for each Principle along with the average scores and comparisons were made. 
 
This evaluation revealed that the Corporate Social Responsibility reports have many 
differences in the way and the degree to which they disclose information. No Principle’s 
highest score was above 3.5, which leads to the conclusion that no principle was fully and 
efficiently integrated in a report. It can be noted that there are Principles that were often 
not at all found in reports. Furthermore, the average total score, with the total score being 
the sum of each principle’s score for a report, was found to be 0.6 points, significantly 
below the method’s base which was 2. This indicates that the incorporation of the new 
Global Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines in Greek reports is still very low. 
 
The companies that belong in the primary and the secondary sector incorporated the 
Principle of Completeness twice as well as those that belong in the tertiary sector, and 
in general performed better in the inclusion of most Principles. But the companies 
belonging in the tertiary sector had higher average scores for the Principles of Balance 
and Reliability. 
 
This study contributes to the body of literature on Corporate Social Responsibility 
reporting by the development of an evaluation methodology based on the Global 
Reporting Initiative G4 guidelines and by testing its suitability on the Greek reports 
published for the year 2014. Few issues emerged while conducting this research. 
Firstly, not all sectors, existing in the Greek market, could be evaluated since the 
number of reports published was limited. Therefore the developed methodology 
should be applied in the evaluation of other sectors also. Furthermore, a more in depth 
evaluation could be made by combining the evaluation with round table discussions 
between the researchers and a representative from the team that prepared the report, of 
each company. This will aid to understand how and why each company has chosen 
the information presented in its report. 
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Appendices: 
 
Appendix I: GRI G4 General and Specific Standard Disclosures Indicators 
 
General Standard Disclosures’ Indicators 
 
1. Strategy and Analysis:  
 
 G4-1 

Provide a statement from the most senior decision-maker of the 
organization (such as CEO, chair, or equivalent senior position) about 
the relevance of sustainability to the organization and the 
organization’s strategy for addressing sustainability. 

 G4-2 
 
Provide a description of key impacts, risks, and opportunities. 
2. Organizational Profile: 
 
 G4-3 
 
Report the name of the organization. 
 
 G4-4 

Report the primary brands, products, and services. 

 G4-5 

Report the location of the organization's headquarters. 

 G4-6 

Report the number of countries where the organization operates, and 
names of countries where either the organization has significant 
operations or that are specifically relevant to the sustainability topics 
covered in the report. 

 G4-7 

Report the nature of ownership and legal form. 

 G4-8 

Report the markets served (including geographic breakdown, sectors 
served, and types of customers and beneficiaries). 

 G4-9 

Report the scale of the organization 

 G4-10 
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a. Report the total number of employees by employment contract 
and gender.  
 
b. Report the total number of permanent employees by 
employment type and gender.  
 
c. Report the total workforce by employees and supervised 
workers and by gender.  
 
d. Report the total workforce by region and gender.  
 
e. Report whether a substantial portion of the organization’s work 
is performed by workers who are legally recognized as self-
employed, or by individuals other than employees or 
supervised workers, including employees and supervised 
employees of contractors.  
 
f. Report any significant variations in employment numbers 
(such as seasonal variations in employment in the tourism or 
agricultural industries).  
 
 G4-11 

Report the percentage of total employees covered by collective 
bargaining agreements. 

 G4-12 

Describe the organization’s supply chain. 

 G4-13 

Report any significant changes during the reporting period regarding 
the organization’s size, structure, ownership, or its supply chain 

3. Identified Material Aspects and Boundaries:  
 
 G4-17 

a. List all entities included in the organization’s consolidated 
financial statements or equivalent documents.  
 
b. Report whether any entity included in the organization’s 
consolidated financial statements or equivalent documents is 
not covered by the report.  
 
 G4-18 

a. Explain the process for defining the report content and the 
Aspect Boundaries.  
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b. Explain how the organization has implemented the Reporting 
Principles for Defining Report Content.  
 
 G4-19 
 
List all the material Aspects identified in the process for defining report 
 
content. 
 
 G4-20 

For each material Aspect, report the Aspect Boundary within the 
organization 

 G4-21 

For each material Aspect, report the Aspect Boundary outside the 
organization 

 G4-22 

Report the effect of any restatements of information provided in 
previous reports, and the reasons for such restatements. 

 G4-23 

Report significant changes from previous reporting periods in the 
Scope and Aspect Boundaries. 

4. Stakeholder Engagement:  
 
 G4-24 

Provide a list of stakeholder groups engaged by the organization. 

 G4-25 

Report the basis for identification and selection of stakeholders with 
whom to engage. 

 G4-26 

Report the organization’s approach to stakeholder engagement, 
including frequency of engagement by type and by stakeholder group, 
and an indication of whether any of the engagement was undertaken 
specifically as part of the report preparation process. 

 G4-27 

Report key topics and concerns that have been raised through 
stakeholder engagement, and how the organization has responded to 
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those key topics and concerns, including through its reporting. Report 
 
the stakeholder groups that raised each of the key topics and concerns. 
 
5. Report Profile:  
 
 G4-28 

Reporting period (such as fiscal or calendar year) for information 
provided. 

 G4-29 

Date of most recent previous report (if any). 

 G4-30 

Reporting cycle (such as annual, biennial). 

 G4-31 

Provide the contact point for questions regarding the report or its 
contents. 

 G4-32 (GRI Content Index) 
 
Report the 'in accordance' option the organization has chosen. 
 
Report the GRI Content Index for the chosen option (see tables below). 
Report the reference to the External Assurance Report, if the report has 
been externally assured. GRI recommends the use of external assurance 
but it is not a requirement to be 'in accordance' with the Guidelines 
 
 G4-33 (Assurance) 
 
Report the 'in accordance' option the organization has 
chosen. Report the GRI Content Index for the chosen option 
 
Report the reference to the External Assurance Report, if the report has 
been externally assured. 
 
6. Governance: 
 
 G4-34 
 
Report the governance structure of the organization, including 
committees of the highest governance body. Identify any committees 
responsible for decision-making on economic, environmental and 
social impacts. 
 
 G4-35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
60 
 
Report the process for delegating authority for economic, 
environmental and social topics from the highest governance body to 
senior executives and other employees. 
 
 G4-36 
 
Report whether the organization has appointed an executive-level 
position or positions with responsibility for economic, environmental 
and social topics, and whether post holders report directly to the 
highest governance body. 
 
 G4-37 
 
Report processes for consultation between stakeholders and the highest 
governance body on economic, environmental and social topics. If 
consultation is delegated, describe to whom and any feedback 
processes to the highest governance body. 
 
 G4-38 
 
Report the composition of the highest governance body and its 
committees 
 
 G4-39 
 
Report whether the Chair of the highest governance body is also an 
executive officer (and, if so, his or hers function within the 
organization’s management and the reasons for this arrangement). 
 
 G4-40 
 
Report the nomination and selection processes for the highest 
governance body and its committees, and the criteria used for 
nominating and selecting highest governance body members 
 
 G4-41 
 
Report processes for the highest governance body to ensure conflicts 
of interest are avoided and managed. Report whether conflicts of 
interest are disclosed to stakeholders 
 
 G4-42 
 
Report the highest governance body’s and senior executives’ roles in 
the development, approval, and updating of the organization’s purpose, 
value or mission statements, strategies, policies, and goals related to 
economic, environmental and social impacts. 
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 G4-43 
 
Report the measures taken to develop and enhance the highest 
governance body’s collective knowledge of economic, environmental 
and social topics 
 
 G4-44 
 
a. Report the processes for evaluation of the highest governance body’s 
performance with respect to governance of economic, environmental 
and social topics. Report whether such evaluation is independent or 
not, and its frequency. Report whether such evaluation is a self-
assessment. b. Report actions taken in response to evaluation of the 
highest governance body’s performance with respect to governance of 
economic, environmental and social topics, including, as a minimum, 
changes in membership and organizational practice 
 
 G4-45 
 
a. Report the highest governance body’s role in the identification and 
management of economic, environmental and social impacts, risks, and 
opportunities. Include the highest governance body’s role in the 
implementation of due diligence processes. 
 
b. Report whether stakeholder consultation is used to support the 
highest governance body’s identification and management of 
economic, environmental and social impacts, risks, and opportunities. 
 
 G4-46 
 
Report the highest governance body’s role in reviewing the 
effectiveness of the organization’s risk management processes for 
economic, environmental and social topics. 
 
 G4-47 
 
Report the frequency of the highest governance body’s review of 
economic, environmental and social impacts, risks, and opportunities. 
 
 G4-48 
 
Report the highest committee or position that formally reviews and 
approves the organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all 
material Aspects are covered. 
 
 G4-49 
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Report the process for communicating critical concerns to the highest 
governance body. 
 
 G4-50 
 
Report the nature and total number of critical concerns that were 
communicated to the highest governance body and the mechanism(s) 
used to address and resolve them. 
 
 G4-51 
 
a. Report the remuneration policies for the highest governance body 
and senior executives  
 
b. Report how performance criteria in the remuneration policy relate to  
 
the highest governance body’s and senior executives’ economic, 
environmental and social objectives. 
 
 G4-52 
 
Report the process for determining remuneration. Report whether 
remuneration consultants are involved in determining remuneration 
and whether they are independent of management. Report any other 
relationships which the remuneration consultants have with the 
organization. 
 
 G4-53 

Report how stakeholders’ views are sought and taken into account 
regarding remuneration, including the results of votes on remuneration 
policies and proposals, if applicable. 

 G4-54 

Report the ratio of the annual total compensation for the organization’s 
highest-paid individual in each country of significant operations to the 
median annual total compensation for all employees (excluding the 
highest-paid individual) in the same country. 

 G4-55 

Report the ratio of percentage increase in annual total compensation for 
the organization’s highest-paid individual in each country of significant 
operations to the median percentage increase in annual total. 

7. Ethics and Integrity:  
 
 G4-56 
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Describe the organization’s values, principles, standards and norms of 
 
behavior such as codes of conduct and codes of ethics. 
 
 G4-57 

Report the internal and external mechanisms for seeking advice on 
ethical and lawful behavior, and matters related to organizational 
integrity, such as helplines or advice lines. 

 G4-58 

Report the internal and external mechanisms for reporting concerns 
about unethical or unlawful behavior, and matters related to 
organizational integrity, such as escalation through line management, 
whistleblowing mechanisms or hotlines. 
 
 
Specific Standard Disclosures’ Indicators 
 
Economic 
 
1. Economic Performance  
 
 G4-EC1 

Direct economic value generated and distributed 

 G4-EC2 

Financial implications and other risks and opportunities due to climate 
change. 

Report risks and opportunities posed by climate change that have the 
potential to generate substantive changes in operations, revenue or 
expenditure 

 G4-EC3 

Define benefit plan obligations 

 G4-EC4 

Financial assistance from government 

2. Market Presence  
 
 G4-EC5 

Ratios of standard entry level wage by gender compared to local minimum 
wage 

 G4-EC6 

Proportion of senior management hired from local community 
 
64 
3. Indirect Economic Impacts 
 
 G4-EC7 
 
Development and impact of infrastructure investments and services supported. 
 
 G4-EC8 
 
Significant indirect economic impacts, including the extent of impacts 
4. Procurement Practices 
 
 G4-EC9 
 
Proportion of spending on local suppliers at significant locations of 
operation Environmental 
 
1. Materials 
 
 G4-EN1 
 
Materials used by weight or volume 
 
 G4-EN2 
 
Percentage of materials used that are recycled input materials. 
2. Energy 
 
 G4-EN3 
 
Energy consumption within the organization 
 
 G4-EN4 
 
Energy consumption outside of the organization 
 
 G4-EN5 
Energy intensity. 

 G4-EN6 
 
Reduction of energy consumption 
 
 G4-EN7 
 
Reductions in energy requirements of products and services 
3. Water 
 
 G4-EN8 
 
Total water withdrawal by source 
 
 G4-EN9 
 
Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water 
 
 G4-EN10 
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Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused 
 
4. Biodiversity  
 
 G4-EN11 

Operational sites owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected 
areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas. 

 G4-EN12 

Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on 
biodiversity in protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside 
protected areas. 

 G4-EN13 

Habitats protected or restored. 

 G4-EN14 

Total number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation list 
species with habitats in areas affected by operations, by level of extinction 
risk. 

5. Emissions  
 
 G4-EN15 

Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 1) 

 G4-EN16 

Energy indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 2) 

 G4-EN17 

Other indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 3) 

 G4-EN18 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions intensity 

 G4-EN19 

Reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

 G4-EN20 

Emissions of ozone-depleting substances (ODS) 

 G4-EN21 

NOx, SOx, and other significant air emissions 

6. Effluents and waste  
 
 G4-EN22 
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Total water discharge by quality and destination 
 
 G4-EN23 

Total weight of waste by type and disposal method 

 G4-EN24 

Total number and volume of significant spills 

 G4-EN25 

Weight of transported, imported, exported, or treated waste deemed 
hazardous under the terms of the Basel Convention Annex I, II, III, and 
VIII, and percentage of transported waste shipped internationally 

 G4-EN26 
 
Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and 
related habitats significantly affected by the organization’s discharges of water 
and runoff 
 
7. Products and Services  
 
 G4-EN27 

Extent of impact mitigation of environmental impacts of products and 
services 

 G4-EN28 

Percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are 
reclaimed by category 

8. Products and Services  
 
 G4-EN27 

Extent of impact mitigation of environmental impacts of products and 
services 

 G4-EN28 

Percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are 
reclaimed by category 

9. Compliance  
 
 G4-EN29 

Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary 
sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations 
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10. Transport 
 
 G4-EN30 
 
Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods 
and materials for the organization’s operations, and transporting members of 
the workforce 
 
11. Overall  
 
 G4-EN31 

Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type 

12. Supplier Environmental Assessment  
 
 G4-EN32 

Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using environmental criteria 

 G4-EN33 

Significant actual and potential negative environmental impacts in the 
supply chain and actions taken 

13. Environmental Grievance  
 
 G4-EN34 

Number of grievances about environmental impacts filed, addressed, and 
resolved through formal grievance mechanisms 
 
Social 
 
1. Labor Practices and Decent Work  
 
 G4-LA1 

Total number and rates of new employee hires and employee turnover by 
age group, gender and region 

 G4-LA2 

Benefits provided to full-time employees that are not provided to 
temporary or part-time employees, by significant locations of operation 

 G4-LA3 

Return to work and retention rates after parental leave, by gender 

 G4-LA4 
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Minimum notice periods regarding operational changes, including whether 
 
these are specified in collective agreements 
 
 G4-LA5 

Percentage of total workforce represented in formal joint management-
worker health and safety committees that help monitor and advise on 
occupational health and safety programs 

 G4-LA6 

Type of injury and rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days and 
absenteeism, and total number of work-related fatalities, by region and by 
gender 

 G4-LA7 

Workers with high incidence or high risk of diseases related to their 
occupation 

 G4-LA8 

Health and safety topics covered in formal agreements with trade unions 

 G4-LA9 

Average hours of training per year per employee by gender, and by 
employee category 

 G4-LA10 

Programs for skills management and lifelong learning that support the 
continued employability of employees and assist them in managing career 
endings 

 G4-LA11 

Percentage of employees receiving regular performance and career 
development reviews, by gender and by employee category 

 G4-LA12 

Composition of governance bodies and breakdown of employees per 
employee category according to gender, age group, minority group 
membership, and other indicators of diversity 

 G4-LA13 

Ratio of basic salary and remuneration of women to men by employee 
category, by significant locations of operations 

 G4-LA14 
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Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using labor practices criteria 
 
 G4-LA15 

Significant actual and potential negative impacts for labor practices in the 
supply chain and actions taken 

 G4-LA16 

Number of grievances about labor practices filed, addressed, and resolved 
through formal grievance mechanisms 

2. Human Rights  
 
 G4-HR1 

Total number and percentage of significant investment agreements and 
contracts that include human rights clauses or that underwent human 
rights screening 

 G4-HR2 

Total hours of employee training on human rights policies or 
procedures concerning aspects of human rights that are relevant to 
operations, including the percentage of employees trained 

 G4-HR3 

Total number of incidents of discrimination and corrective actions taken 

 G4-HR4 

Operations and suppliers identified in which the right to exercise 
freedom of association and collective bargaining may be violated or at 
significant risk, and measures taken to support these rights 

 G4-HR5 

Operations and suppliers identified as having significant risk for 
incidents of child labor, and measures taken to contribute to the 
effective abolition of child labor 

 G4-HR6 

Operations and suppliers identified as having significant risk for 
incidents of forced or compulsory labor, and measures to contribute to 
the elimination of all forms of forced or compulsory labor 

 G4-HR7 

Percentage of security personnel trained in the organization's human 
rights policies or procedures that are relevant to operations 
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 G4-HR8 

Total number of incidents of violations involving rights of indigenous 
peoples and actions taken 

 G4-HR9 

Total number and percentage of operations that have been subject to 
human rights reviews or impact assessments 

 G4-HR10 

Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using human rights 
criteria 

 G4-HR11 

Significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts in the 
supply chain and actions taken 

 G4-HR12 

Number of grievances about human rights impacts filed, addressed, 
and resolved through formal grievance mechanisms 

3. Society  
 
 G4-SO1 

Percentage of operations with implemented local community 
engagement, impact assessments, and development programs 

 G4-SO2 

Operations with significant actual and potential negative impacts on 
local communities 

 G4-SO3 

Total number of percentage of operations assessed for risks related to 
corruption and the significant risks identified 

 G4-SO4 

Communication and training on anti-corruption policies and procedures 

 G4-SO5 

Confirmed incidents of corruption and actions taken 

 G4-SO6 

Total value of political contributions by country and 
recipient/beneficiary 

 G4-SO7 
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Total number of legal actions for anti-competitive behavior, anti-trust, 
 
and monopoly practices and their outcomes 
 
 G4-SO8 

Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary 
sanctions for non-compliance with laws and regulations 

 G4-SO9 

 Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using criteria for 
impacts on society 

 G4-SO10 

 Significant actual and potential negative impacts on society in the 
supply chain and actions taken 

 G4-SO11 

Number of grievances about impacts on society filed, addressed, and 
resolved through formal grievance mechanisms 

4. Product Responsibility  
 
 G4-PR1 

Percentage of significant product and service categories for which 
health and safety impacts are assessed for improvement 

 G4-PR2 

Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and 
voluntary codes concerning the health and safety impacts of products 
and services during their life cycle, by type of outcomes 

 G4-PR3 

Type of product and service information required by the organization’s 
procedures for product and service information and labeling, and 
percentage of significant product and service categories subject to such 
information requirements 

 G4-PR4 

Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and 
voluntary codes concerning product and service information and 
labeling, by type of outcomes 

 G4-PR5 

Results of surveys measuring customer satisfaction 
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 G4-PR6 

Sale of banned or disputed products 

 G4-PR7 

Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and 
voluntary codes concerning marketing communications, including 
advertising, promotion, and sponsorship, by type of outcomes 

 G4-PR8 

Total number of substantiated complaints regarding breaches of 
customer privacy and losses of customer data 

 G4-PR9 

Monetary values of significant fines for non-compliance with laws and 
regulations concerning the provision and use of products and services 
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Appendix II: Evaluation Methodology-Principle Criteria 
 
A. STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 
 
Principle: The organization should identify its stakeholders, and explain how it has 
responded to their reasonable expectations and interests. 
 
A.1: Provide a list of stakeholder groups engaged by the organization. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” There is no list of stakeholder groups engaged by the organization. 
 
Only some  main  stakeholders  are  mentioned  in  a  brief  or  fragmented 
“1” 
manner. 
 
All stakeholder groups are mentioned in an aggregate manner, but only 
“2” 
briefly. 
 
All stakeholder groups are presented in a form of list, along with basic 
“3” 
information-characteristics for each of them. 
 
All stakeholder groups are presented in a form of list, along with basic 
 
information-characteristics for each of them, also including their relation 
“4”  
with the reporting organization (e.g. demands, expectations, needs, 
responsibilities). 
 
 
 
A.2: Report the basis for identification and selection of stakeholders with whom to 
engage. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
No adequate information regarding the identification of stakeholder groups 
 
is provided. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” Such reference is vague. 
 
  
 
“2” 
The general criterion/definition according to which stakeholder groups are 
 
identified, is mentioned. 
 
 
 
  
 
 The general criterion/definition according to which stakeholder groups are 
 
“3” identified, is mentioned, along with a summary of the processes followed 
 
 during their selection for consultation. 
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The general criterion/definition according to which stakeholder groups are 
 
“4” identified, is mentioned, along with an adequate description of the 
processes followed during their selection for consultation. 
 
 
 
A.3: Report the organization’s approach to stakeholder engagement, including 
frequency of engagement by type and by stakeholder group, and an indication of 
whether any of the engagement was undertaken specifically as part of the report 
preparation process. 
 
Score Scoring Levels    
 
      
 
“0” 
There  is  no reference  to the individual  approaches  to stakeholder 
 
engagement. 
    
 
     
 
  
 
“1” The reference to approaches to stakeholder engagement is general, vague. 
 
      
 
“2” 
Approaches to  engagement of some  limited  stakeholder groups  are 
 
mentioned. 
    
 
     
 
  
 
“3” Approaches to engagement of all stakeholder groups are included. 
 
  
 
 Approaches to the engagement of all stakeholder groups are presented. 
 
“4” 
Additional information provided include the frequency of engagement per 
 
type  and  group  of  stakeholders  or  a  clarification  as  to  if  any  of  the 
 
 
 
 engagement activities were held for reporting purposes.  
 
      
 
 
 
 
A.4: Report key topics and concerns that have been raised through stakeholder 
engagement, and how the organization has responded to those key topics and 
concerns, including through its reporting. Report the stakeholder groups that raised 
each of the key topics and concerns. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
There is no information provided regarding the key topics and concerns that 
 
have been raised through stakeholder engagement. 
 
 
 
  
 
 Key  topics  and  concerns  that  have  been  raised  through  stakeholder 
 
“1” engagement, and the ways in which the organization has responded to those 
 
 key topics and concerns are briefly, vaguely presented. 
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The organization’s policy for the use of the information that has derived 
 
from stakeholder engagement is explicitly mentioned or the concerns that 
“2”  
that have been raised through stakeholder engagement are briefly 
mentioned. 
 
The organization’s policy for the use of the information that has derived 
from stakeholder engagement is mentioned, along with the ways such 
information was exploited (e.g. the selection of criteria for the comparative 
 
“3” evaluation of performance or the influence on certain decisions regarding 
policy or operations) or the concerns that have been raised through 
stakeholder engagement are briefly mentioned, along with the ways in 
which the organization has responded to some of these. 
 
The organization’s policy for the use of the information that has derived from 
stakeholder engagement is presented, along with practical results from the 
exploitation of such information (e.g. which decisions or operations have 
finally been influenced or what the results deriving from the comparative 
“4”  
evaluation of performance according to criteria that have been selected due to 
stakeholder engagement have demonstrated) or the concerns that that have 
been raised through stakeholder engagement are mentioned, along with the 
ways in which the organization has responded to all of these concerns. 
 
 
 
A.5: The report content draws upon the outcomes of stakeholder engagement 
processes used by the organization in its ongoing activities, and as required by the 
legal and institutional framework in which it operates. 
 
The process of stakeholder engagement may serve as a tool for understanding the 
reasonable expectations and interests of stakeholders. Organizations typically initiate 
different types of stakeholder engagement as part of their regular activities, which can 
provide useful inputs for decisions on reporting. These may include, for example, 
stakeholder engagement for the purpose of compliance with internationally 
recognized standards, or informing ongoing organizational or business processes. It is 
important to document the process of stakeholder engagement. The organization 
documents its approach for defining which stakeholders it engaged with, how and 
when it engaged with them, and how engagement has influenced the report content 
and the organization’s sustainability activities. 
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Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
 The  report  provides  no  information  regarding  stakeholder  engagement 
 
“0” processes used by the organization in its ongoing activities, which have 
 
 influenced the report content. 
 
  
 
“1” 
The report briefly mentions stakeholder engagement processes, which are 
 
reflected on the report content. 
 
 
 
  
 
 The organization mentions stakeholder engagement processes which are 
 
“2” reflected on the report content BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are 
 
 evident. 
 
  
 
“3” 
The organization adequately describes stakeholder engagement processes 
 
which are reflected on the report content. 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
The organization thoroughly describes stakeholder engagement processes 
 
which are reflected on the report content. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
A.6: The report content draws upon the outcomes of any stakeholder engagement 
processes undertaken specifically for the report. 
 
Stakeholder engagement may be implemented specifically to inform the report 
preparation process. Organizations may use other means such as the media, the 
scientific community, or collaborative activities with peers and stakeholders. These 
means help the organization better understand stakeholders’ reasonable expectations 
and interests. When the process of stakeholder engagement is used for reporting 
purposes, it should be based on systematic or generally accepted approaches, 
methodologies, or principles. The overall approach should be sufficiently effective to 
ensure that stakeholders’ information needs are properly understood. It is important to 
document the process of stakeholder engagement. The organization documents its 
approach for defining which stakeholders it engaged with, how and when it engaged 
with them, and how engagement has influenced the report content and the 
organization’s sustainability activities. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
The  report  provides  no  information  regarding  stakeholder  engagement 
“0” 
processes undertaken specifically for the report. 
 
 
 
77 
The report briefly mentions stakeholder engagement processes undertaken 
“1” 
SPECIFICALLY for the report. 
 
The report  mentions  stakeholder  engagement  processes  undertaken 
 
“2” SPECIFICALLY for the report. BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are 
evident. 
 
The organization adequately describes stakeholder engagement processes 
“3” 
undertaken SPECIFICALLY for the report 
 
The organization thoroughly describes stakeholder engagement processes 
“4” 
undertaken SPECIFICALLY for the report 
 
 
 
B. SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 
 
Principle: The report should present the organization’s performance in the wider 
context of sustainability 
 
B.1: The organization presents its understanding of sustainable development and 
draws on objective and available information as well as measures of sustainable 
development for the topics covered in the report 
 
Information on performance should be placed in context. The underlying question of 
sustainability reporting is how an organization contributes, or aims to contribute in the 
future, to the improvement or deterioration of economic, environmental and social 
conditions, developments and trends at the local, regional or global level. Reporting 
only on trends in individual performance (or the efficiency of the organization) fails 
to respond to this underlying question. Reports should therefore seek to present 
performance in relation to broader concepts of sustainability. This involves discussing 
the performance of the organization in the context of the limits and demands placed 
on environmental or social resources at the sector, local, regional, or global level. For 
example, this can mean that in addition to reporting on trends in eco-efficiency, an 
organization may also present its absolute pollution loading in relation to the capacity 
of the regional ecosystem to absorb the pollutant. 
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Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
 The organization does not present through the report its understanding of 
 
“0” sustainable development and reported information do not act as measures of 
 
 sustainable development for the topics covered in the report 
 
  
 
 The organization barely presents through the report its understanding of 
 
“1” sustainable development and reported information merely act as measures 
 
 of sustainable development for the topics covered in the report 
 
  
 
 The organization attempts to present through the report its understanding of 
 
“2” 
sustainable  development  and  reported  information  act  as  measures  of 
 
sustainable development for the topics covered in the report BUT significant 
 
 
 
 gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
  
 
 The organization adequately presents through the report its understanding of 
 
“3” sustainable development and reported information act as proper measures of 
 
 sustainable development for the topics covered in the report 
 
  
 
 The organization thoroughly presents through the report its understanding 
 
“4” of sustainable development and reported information act as well-aimed 
 
 measures of sustainable development for the topics covered in the report 
 
  
 
 
 
 
B.2: The organization presents its performance with reference to broader sustainable 
development conditions and goals, as reflected in recognized sectoral, local, regional, 
or global publications 
 
For example, an organization may report on employee wages and social benefit levels 
in relation to nation-wide minimum and median income levels, and the capacity of 
social safety nets to absorb those in poverty or those living close to the poverty line. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
There is no connection between the organization’s performance and broader 
“0” 
sustainable development conditions and goals. 
 
Few aspects of the organization’s performance are vaguely linked to broader 
“1” 
sustainable development conditions and goals. 
 
Most of the significant aspects of the organization’s performance are linked 
“2” 
to broader sustainable development conditions and goals. 
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 The  organization  adequately  presents  most  significant  aspects  of  its 
“3” performance with reference to broader sustainable development conditions 
 and goals, explaining how these are linked together. 
  
 The  organization  thoroughly  presents  most  significant  aspects  of  its 
“4” performance with reference to broader sustainable development conditions 
 and goals, explaining how these are linked together. 
  
 
 
 
B.3: The organization presents its performance in a manner that attempts to 
communicate the magnitude of its impact and contribution in appropriate 
geographical contexts 
 
Organizations operating in a diverse range of locations, sizes, and sectors need to 
consider how to best frame their overall organizational performance in the broader 
context of sustainability. This may require distinguishing between topics or factors 
that drive global impacts (such as climate change) and those that have more regional 
or local impacts (such as community development). 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The organization makes no attempt to communicate the magnitude of its 
 
impact and contribution in appropriate geographical contexts. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” 
The organization presents FEW aspects of its impact and contribution in 
 
appropriate geographical contexts 
 
 
 
  
 
 The organization presents CRITICAL aspects of its impact and contribution 
 
“2” in appropriate geographical contexts BUT significant gaps and ambiguities 
 
 are evident. 
 
  
 
“3” 
The organization adequately presents MOST critical aspects of its impact 
 
and contribution in appropriate geographical contexts 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
The organization thoroughly presents THE critical aspects of its impact and 
 
contribution in appropriate geographical contexts 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
B.4: The report describes how sustainability topics relate to long-term organizational 
strategy, risks, and opportunities, including supply chain topics 
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The organization’s own sustainability and business strategy provides the context in 
which to discuss performance. The relationship between sustainability and 
organizational strategy should be made clear, as should the context within which 
performance is reported. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The organization makes no connection between sustainability topics and 
 
long-term organizational strategy, risks, and opportunities. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” 
Very  few  sustainability  topics  are  vaguely  connected  with  long-term 
 
organizational strategy, risks, or opportunities. 
 
 
 
  
 
 Critical sustainability topics are connected with long-term organizational 
 
“2” strategy, risks, or opportunities  BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are 
 
 evident 
 
  
 
“3” 
MOST critical sustainability topics are adequately connected with long-term 
 
organizational strategy, risks, or opportunities 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
All critical sustainability topics are thoroughly connected with long-term 
 
organizational strategy, risks, and opportunities 
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B.5: Provide a statement from the most senior decision-maker of the 
organization (such as CEO, chair, or equivalent senior position) about the 
relevance of sustainability to the organization and the organization’s strategy for 
addressing sustainability 
 
The statement should present the overall vision and strategy for the short term, 
medium term, and long term, particularly with regard to managing the significant 
economic, environmental and social impacts that the organization causes and 
contributes to, or the impacts that can be linked to its activities as a result of 
relationships with others (such as suppliers, people or organizations in local 
communities). The statement should include: 
 
Strategic priorities and key topics for the short and medium term with regard to 
sustainability, including respect for internationally recognized standards and how such 
standards relate to long term organizational strategy and success 
 
Broader trends (such as macroeconomic or political) affecting the organization and 
influencing sustainability priorities 
 
Key events, achievements, and failures during the reporting period 
 
Views on performance with respect to targets 
 
Outlook on the organization’s main challenges and targets for the next year and goals 
for the coming 3–5 years 
 
Other items pertaining to the organization’s strategic approach 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
 The statement from the senior decision-maker is not successful in presenting 
 
“0” 
the overall vision and strategy for addressing the main challenges with 
 
regard  to  the  organization’s  economic,  social  and  environmental 
 
 
 
 performance. 
 
  
 
 The statement from the senior decision-maker is brief, general. There are 
 
“1” ambiguities  in  the  presentation  of  the  overall  vision  and  strategy  for 
 
 addressing the main challenges with regard to the organization’s economic, 
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 social  and  environmental  performance.  Only  one  of  the  above  criteria 
 
 indicated by GRI-G4 Guidelines is included.   
 
  
 
 The statement from the senior decision-maker provides certain aspects that 
 
 highlight the vision and strategy for addressing the main challenges with 
 
“2” 
regard  to  the  organization’s  economic,  social and environmental 
 
performance. However, there are significant gaps in the clarification of the 
 
 
 
 concept of sustainability for the organization. Only three out of the six above 
 
 criteria indicated by GRI-G4 Guidelines are included.  
 
  
 
 The statement from the senior decision-maker is sufficient and manages to 
 
 adequately  portray  the  vision  and  strategy  for addressing  the  main 
 
“3” challenges  with  regard  to  the  organization’s  economic,  social  and 
 
 environmental performance. Five out of the six above criteria indicated by 
 
 GRI-G4 Guidelines are included.   
 
    
 
 The  statement  from  the  senior  decision-maker can  be described  as 
 
“4” comprehensive since it successfully portrays all the criteria indicated by 
 
 GRI-G4 Guidelines.   
 
    
 
 
 
B.6: Provide a description of key impacts, risks, and opportunities 
 
The organization should provide two concise narrative sections on key impacts, risks, 
 
and opportunities. 
 
 
 
Section One should focus on the organization’s key impacts on sustainability and 
effects on stakeholders, including rights as defined by national laws and relevant 
internationally recognized standards. This should take into account the range of 
reasonable expectations and interests of the organization’s stakeholders. This section 
should include: 
 
A description of the significant economic, environmental and social impacts of the 
organization, and associated challenges and opportunities. This includes the effect on 
stakeholders’ rights as defined by national laws and the expectations in internationally 
recognized standards and norms 
 
An explanation of the approach to prioritizing these challenges and opportunities 
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Key conclusions about progress in addressing these topics and related performance in 
the reporting period. This includes an assessment of reasons for underperformance or 
over-performance 
 
A description of the main processes in place to address performance and relevant 
changes 
 
Section Two should focus on the impact of sustainability trends, risks, and opportunities 
on the long-term prospects and financial performance of the organization. This should 
concentrate specifically on information relevant to financial stakeholders or that could 
become so in the future. Section Two should include the following: 
 
A description of the most important risks and opportunities for the organization 
arising from sustainability trends 
 
Prioritization of key sustainability topics as risks and opportunities according to their 
relevance for long-term organizational strategy, competitive position, qualitative, and 
(if possible) quantitative financial value drivers 
 
Table(s) summarizing: 
 
Targets, performance against targets, and lessons learned for the current reporting 
period 
 
Targets for the next reporting period and medium term objectives and goals (that is, 
3– 5 years) related to key risks and opportunities 
 
Concise description of governance mechanisms in place specifically to manage these 
risks and opportunities, and identification of other related risks and opportunities 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The  report  doesn’t  include  any  description  of  key  impacts,  risks,  and 
 
opportunities that might have been pointed out by the organization. 
 
 
 
  
 
 The description is brief or vague. Neither the key risks for the organization 
 
 nor  the  opportunities  that  may arise  from  sustainable  performance  are 
 
“1” identified.  There  are   fragmented   references  with  regards  to  the 
 
 organization’s  impacts  on  stakeholders.  Only  one  out  of  the  eight 
 
 aforementioned criteria indicated by GRI-G4 is covered. 
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The description of the organization’s impacts on stakeholders and achieving 
 
sustainability, the risks and impacts emerging, is partial, fragmented. There 
“2”  
are gaps and the organization’s approach to the issue is not clear. Three out 
of the eight aforementioned criteria indicated by GRI-G4 are covered. 
 
The description manages to portray the organization’s approach to key 
 
impacts, risks, and opportunities, which might emerge in the context of 
“3”  
sustainable performance. Five out of the eight aforementioned criteria 
indicated by GRI-G4 are covered. 
 
The  description  of  key  impacts,  risks,  and  opportunities,  which  might 
 
emerge in the context of sustainable performance is delivered in the most 
“4”  
comprehensive way possible. All the aforementioned criteria indicated by 
GRI-G4 are covered. 
 
 
 
C. MATERIALITY 
 
Principle: The report should cover Aspects that: 
 
Reflect the organization’s significant economic, environmental and social impacts; or 
 
Substantively influence the assessments and decisions of stakeholders 
 
C.1: List all entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements or 
equivalent documents & report whether any entity included in the organization’s 
consolidated financial statements or equivalent documents is not covered by the report. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements 
 
or equivalent documents are not listed in the report 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” 
Only the major entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial 
 
statements or equivalent documents are listed in the report 
 
 
 
  
 
 The major entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial 
 
“2” statements or equivalent documents are listed in the report and described in 
 
 detail 
 
  
 
“3” 
All entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements 
 
or equivalent documents are listed in the report 
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All entities included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements 
or equivalent documents are listed in the report and it is clarified whether 
 
“4” any entity included in the organization’s consolidated financial statements 
or equivalent documents is not covered by the or it is clearly stated that 
there are no other legal entities except the reporting company. 
 
 
 
C.2: Explain the process for defining the report content and the Aspect Boundaries & 
explain how the organization has implemented the Reporting Principles for Defining 
Report Content. 
 
Score Scoring Levels       
 
     
 
“0” No relevant explanation is provided in the report    
 
        
 
“1” 
The  process  for  defining  report content or the Aspect Boundaries is 
 
briefly/sententiously mentioned 
      
 
       
 
        
 
“2” 
The  process  for  defining  report content and the Aspect Boundaries is 
 
explained BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident 
  
 
   
 
        
 
“3” 
The  process  for  defining  report content and the Aspect Boundaries is 
 
thoroughly explained 
      
 
       
 
  
 
 The  process  for  defining  report  content  and  the  Aspect  Boundaries  is 
 
“4” thoroughly explained as well as how the organization has implemented the 
 
 Reporting Principles for Defining Report Content    
 
        
 
 
 
C.3: List all the material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
The material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content are 
“0” 
not listed in the report 
 
The material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content are 
“1” 
briefly/sententiously mentioned and not in a form of a list 
 
The material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content are 
“2” 
outlined in the report BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident 
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The material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content are 
“3” 
presented in the report 
 
The material Aspects identified in the process for defining report content are 
“4” 
described in the report thoroughly and in detail 
 
 
 
C.4: The report prioritizes material Aspects and Indicators 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” There is no prioritization of material aspects and indicators. 
 
 
“1” Prioritization of material aspects is vague and piecemeal. 
 
The  report  prioritizes  material  Aspects  BUT  significant  gaps  and 
“2” 
ambiguities are evident. 
 
“3” The report prioritizes material Aspects in an adequate manner. 
 
The report prioritizes material Aspects and Indicators in a systematic, clear 
“4” 
and consistent manner. 
 
 
 
D. COMPLETENESS 
 
Principle: The report should include coverage of material Aspects and their 
Boundaries, sufficient to reflect significant economic, environmental and social 
impacts, and to enable stakeholders to assess the organization’s performance in the 
reporting period. 
 
D.1: For each material Aspect, report the Aspect Boundary WITHIN the organization 
and report any specific limitation regarding the Aspect Boundary WITHIN the 
organization 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
No  reference  to  the  Aspect  Boundary within  the  organization  of  each 
“0” 
material Aspect is disclosed in the report. 
 
The Aspect Boundary within the organization of selected material Aspects 
“1” 
is sententiously mentioned. 
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The Aspect Boundary within the organization of each material Aspect is 
“2” 
mentioned BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
The Aspect Boundary within the organization of each material Aspect is 
“3” 
adequately reported. 
 
The Aspect Boundary within the organization is reported and it is clarified 
 
“4” whether there are any specific limitations regarding the Aspect Boundary 
within the organization. 
 
 
 
D.2: For each material Aspect, report the Aspect Boundary OUTSIDE the 
organization and report any specific limitation regarding the Aspect Boundary 
OUTSIDE the organization 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
No reference to the Aspect Boundary outside the organization of each 
 
material Aspect is disclosed in the report. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” 
The Aspect Boundary outside the organization of selected material Aspects 
 
is sententiously mentioned. 
 
 
 
  
 
“2” 
The Aspect Boundary outside the organization of each material Aspect is 
 
mentioned BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
 
 
  
 
“3” 
The Aspect Boundary outside the organization of each material Aspect is 
 
adequately reported. 
 
 
 
  
 
 The Aspect Boundary outside the organization is reported and it is clarified 
 
“4” whether there are any specific limitations regarding the Aspect Boundary 
 
 outside the organization. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
D.3: Report the effect of any restatements of information provided in previous 
reports, and the reasons for such restatements 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
There  is  no  reference  to  any  restatements  of  information  provided  in 
 
previous reports. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” Reference is very brief or/and vague. 
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Some data regarding the restatement of information in previous reports are 
provided BUT there are significant gaps in the clarification of such issue 
 
“2” (e.g. there are clarifications concerning the effect of restatements of 
information provided in previous reports but the reasons for such 
restatements are not clarified or vice versa). 
 
There is an adequate explanation for the effect of any restatements of 
information provided in previous reports and the reasons for such 
 
“3” restatements (there is a reference to both the clarifications concerning the 
effect of restatements of information provided in previous reports and the 
reasons for such restatements). 
 
The explanation for the effect of any restatements of information provided 
in previous reports and the reasons for such restatements can be described 
 
as comprehensive - any clarifications on the effect of any restatements of 
“4”  
information provided in previous reports and the reasons for such 
restatements are extensively and clearly covered. Or it is clearly stated that 
there are no restatements of information provided in previous reports. 
 
 
 
E. BALANCE 
 
Principle: The report should reflect positive and negative aspects of the 
organization’s performance to enable a reasoned assessment of overall performance. 
 
E.1: The report discloses both favorable and unfavorable results 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” No unfavourable results are included in the report. 
 
Few unfavourable results are briefly mentioned in the report but disclosed 
“1” 
information is vague, brief and/or ambiguous 
 
Unfavourable results are included in the report, accompanied by limited 
 
“2” information regarding their magnitude and impact BUT significant gaps 
and ambiguities are evident. 
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There is an adequate description of unfavourable results in the report; 
 
“3” however favourable results are described in much more detail and extent 
compared to unfavourable ones 
 
“4” The presentation of unfavourable results is thorough and clear. 
 
 
 
 
E.2: The information in the report is presented in a format that allows users to see 
positive and negative trends in performance on a year-to-year basis 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
 The information in the report is presented in a format that does not allow 
 
“0” users to see positive and negative trends in performance on a year-to-year 
 
 basis 
 
  
 
 The information in the report is presented in a format that MERELY allows 
 
“1” users to see positive and negative trends in performance on a year-to-year 
 
 basis 
 
  
 
 The information in the report is presented in a format that allows users to 
 
“2” see positive and negative trends in performance on a year-to-year basis BUT 
 
 significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
  
 
 The information in the report is presented in a format that ADEQUATELY 
 
“3” allows users to see positive and negative trends in performance on a year- 
 
 to-year basis 
 
  
 
 The information in the report is presented in a format that allows users to 
 
“4” 
see  positive  and  negative  trends  in  all  significant  aspects  of  the 
 
organization’s performance on a year-to-year basis IN A THOROUGH, 
 
 
 
 COSISTENT AND CLEAR MANNER 
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E.3: The emphasis on the various  Aspects in the report is proportionate to their 
relative materiality 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The emphasis on the various  aspects in the report is NOT proportionate to 
 
their relative materiality 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” The report covers aspects of performance but not the material ones 
 
  
 
“2” 
The report emphasizes on critical aspects of performance but not the material 
 
ones 
 
 
 
  
 
“3” 
The report emphasizes on material aspects of performance but not the MOST 
 
material ones 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
The report emphasizes on the MOST material aspects of performance in a 
 
consistent and clear manner. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
F. COMPARABILITY 
 
Principle: The organization should select, compile and report information 
consistently. The reported information should be presented in a manner that enables 
stakeholders to analyze changes in the organization’s performance over time, and that 
could support analysis relative to other organizations. 
 
F.1: The organization’s performance can be compared with appropriate benchmarks 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
There is no widely-accepted indicator or metric in the report to enable the 
 
comparison of the organization’s performance with appropriate benchmarks. 
 
 
 
  
 
 Very few widely-accepted indicators-metrics are reported that enable a very 
 
“1” limited  comparison  of  the  organization’s  performance  with  appropriate 
 
 benchmarks. 
 
  
 
 The report uses widely-accepted indicators to reflect the organization’s 
 
“2” 
performance BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident and do not 
 
enable a meaningful comparison of the organization’s performance with 
 
 
 
 appropriate benchmarks. 
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The report uses an adequate number of widely-accepted indicators to reflect 
 
“3” the organization’s performance that enable a partial comparison of the 
organization’s performance with appropriate benchmarks. 
 
When possible, the organization’s performance is presented through an 
 
extensive number of widely-accepted indicators that enable the meaningful 
“4”  
comparison of the organization’s overall performance with relevant 
appropriate benchmarks. 
 
 
 
F.2: When they are available, the report utilizes generally accepted protocols for 
compiling, measuring and presenting information (AA1000, sector-specific initiatives, 
etc.), including the information contained in the GRI Guidelines 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
 The organization DOES NOT utilize either generally accepted protocols for 
 
“0” compiling,  measuring  and  presenting  information  or  the  information 
 
 contained in the GRI Guidelines 
 
  
 
 The organization PARTIALLY utilizes either generally accepted protocols 
 
“1” for compiling, measuring and presenting information OR the information 
 
 contained in the GRI Guidelines 
 
  
 
 The organization PARTIALLY utilizes generally accepted protocols for 
 
“2” compiling, measuring and presenting information AND the information 
 
 contained in the GRI Guidelines 
 
  
 
 The organization PARTIALLY utilizes generally accepted protocols for 
 
 compiling,  measuring  and  presenting  information  and  FULLY  the 
 
“3” 
information contained in the GRI Guidelines OR THE OPPOSITE (i.e. 
 
FULLY utilizes generally accepted protocols for compiling, measuring and 
 
 
 
 presenting information and PARTIALLY the information contained in the 
 
 GRI Guidelines) 
 
  
 
 The organization FULLY utilizes BOTH generally accepted protocols for 
 
“4” compiling,  measuring  and  presenting  information  AS  WELLL  AS  the 
 
 information contained in the GRI Guidelines 
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F.3: The report uses  GRI Sector Disclosures, when available (Caution: Not 
applicable when a sector supplement is now available for the sector the reporting 
company pertains to) 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
  
“0” GRI Sector Disclosures are not used within the report. 
  
“1” The report MINIMALLY utilizes the  GRI Sector Disclosures 
  
“2” The report ONLY PARTIALLY utilizes the  GRI Sector Disclosures 
  
“3” The report utilizes the  GRI Sector Disclosures 
  
“4” GRI Sector Disclosures are FULLY utilized within the report. 
  
 
 
 
F.4: The report and the information contained within it can be compared on a year-to-
year basis (Note: refers to performance-related information) 
 
“0” The reported information CANNOT be compared on a year-to-year basis 
 
VERY FEW information contained within the report can be compared on a 
“1” 
year-to-year basis 
 
CERTAIN information contained within the report can be compared on a 
 
“2” year-to-year basis BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident that do 
not facilitate comparability 
 
AN ADEQUATE AMOUNT OF information contained within the report 
“3” 
can be compared on a year-to-year basis 
 
MOST OF THE information contained within the report can be compared 
“4” 
on a year-to-year basis 
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F.5: Report any significant changes during the reporting period regarding the 
organization’s size, structure, ownership, or its supply chain, including 
 
Changes in the location of, or changes in, operations, including facility openings, 
closings, and expansions 
 
Changes in the share capital structure and other capital formation, maintenance, and 
alteration operations (for private sector organizations) 
 
Changes in the location of suppliers, the structure of the supply chain, or in 
relationships with suppliers, including selection and termination 
 
 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
There is no reference to any significant changes from previous reporting 
 
periods. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” Such reference is very brief and/or vague. 
 
  
 
 The organization briefly mentions the changes that have taken place during 
 
“2” the reporting period regarding the organization’s size, structure, ownership, 
 
 or its supply chain BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
  
 
 The organization extensively covers the changes that  have taken place 
 
“3” during the reporting period regarding the organization’s size, structure, 
 
 ownership, or its supply chain. 
 
  
 
 The organization extensively and clearly covers the changes that have taken 
 
“4” 
place during the reporting period regarding the organization’s size, structure, 
 
ownership, or its supply chain or clarifies that there are no such changes 
 
 
 
 from previous reporting periods. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
F.6: Report significant changes from previous reporting periods in the Scope and 
Aspect Boundaries 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” There is no reference to such changes from previous reporting periods. 
 
 
 
 
94 
 
“1” Such reference is very brief and/or vague. 
 
The organization mentions changes with regards to the Scope or Aspect 
 
“2” Boundaries of the organization’s activities covered within the report but 
there are gaps in the clarification of the issue. 
 
The organization adequately covers any changes with regards to the Scope 
 
“3” or Aspect Boundaries of the organization’s activities covered within the 
report. 
 
The organization extensively covers any changes with regards to the Scope 
 
and/or Aspect Boundaries of the report or it is clarified that there are no 
“4”  
such changes in the Scope or Aspect Boundaries compared to previous 
reporting periods. 
 
 
 
G. ACCURACY 
 
Principle: The reported information should be sufficiently accurate and detailed for 
stakeholders to assess the organization’s performance. 
 
G.1: The data measurement techniques and bases for calculations are adequately 
described, and can be replicated with similar results 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
There is no description of the data measurement techniques and bases for 
“0” 
calculations. 
 
The data measurement techniques and bases for calculations are merely 
“1” 
described 
 
The data measurement techniques and bases for calculations are described 
“2” 
BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
The data measurement techniques and bases for calculations are adequately 
“3” 
described 
 
The data measurement techniques and bases for calculations are thoroughly 
“4” 
described, and facilitate replication with similar results 
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G.2: The report indicates which data has been estimated and the underlying assumptions 
and techniques used to produce the estimates, or where that information can be found 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” There is no indication of which data have been estimated. 
 
The report vaguely indicates which data have been estimated and doesn’t 
 
provide any meaningful information regarding underlying assumptions and 
“1”  
techniques used to produce the estimates, or where that information can be 
found. 
 
The report partially indicates which data have been estimated and provides 
 
few generic information regarding underlying assumptions and techniques 
“2”  
used to produce the estimates BUT significant gaps and ambiguities are 
evident. 
 
The  report  adequately  indicates  which  data  have  been  estimated  and 
 
provides  an  adequate  description  of  the  underlying  assumptions  and 
“3”  
techniques used to produce the estimates. Additionally, the report includes 
the sources from which the assumptions and techniques can be found. 
 
The report clearly indicates which data have been estimated and provides a 
 
detailed  and  consistent  description  of  the  underlying  assumptions  and 
“4”  
techniques used to produce the estimates. Additionally, the report includes 
the sources from which the assumptions and techniques can be found. 
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G.3: The qualitative statements in the report are valid on the basis of other reported 
information and other available evidence 
 
 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The qualitative statements in the report lack any validation on the basis of 
 
other reported information and other available evidence. 
 
 
 
  
 
“1” 
Very few qualitative statements briefly refer to sources of information on 
 
which they were based. 
 
 
 
  
 
 Certain qualitative statements in the report are valid on the basis of other 
 
“2” reported information and other available evidence BUT significant gaps and 
 
 ambiguities are evident. 
 
  
 
 A considerable number of qualitative statements in the report are adequately 
 
“3” supported with appropriate other reported information and other available 
 
 evidence. 
 
  
 
 Most qualitative statements are clearly and consistently supported with 
 
“4” 
appropriate  other  reported  information  and  other  available  evidence. 
 
Otherwise, the reader is provided with external links to the sources were the 
 
 
 
 evidence can be found. 
 
  
 
 
 
H. TIMELINESS 
 
Principle: The organization should report on a regular schedule so that information is 
available in time for stakeholders to make informed decisions. 
 
H.1: Reporting period (such as fiscal or calendar year) for information provided. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” The reporting period is not clarified. 
 
  
 
“2” 
There is no clear definition of the reporting period (i.e. the year is mentioned 
 
but it is not clarified whether it is calendar of financial year) 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” The reporting period is clearly stated (financial/ calendar year). 
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H.2: Date of most recent previous report (if any). 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
  
“0” The date of the most recent previous report is not mentioned. 
  
 The  date  of  the  most  recent  previous  report  is  clearly  stated  or  the 
“4” organization  clearly  states  that  this  report  is  the  first  one  ever  to  be 
 published. 
  
 
 
H.3: Reporting cycle (such as annual, biennial). 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
There are is no data provided regarding the sustainability reporting cycle 
“0” 
implemented by the organization. 
 
The sustainability reporting cycle implemented by the organization is not 
“2” 
clearly stated. 
 
The sustainability reporting cycle implemented by the organization is clearly 
“4” 
stated. 
 
 
 
I. CLARITY 
 
Principle: The organization should make information available in a manner that is 
understandable and accessible to stakeholders using the report. 
 
I.1: The report contains the level of information required by  stakeholders, but avoids 
excessive and unnecessary detail 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
All aspects of the report are extensively covered, often presented with 
“0” 
excessive and unnecessary detail. 
 
Most reported issues are extensively covered and presented with excessive 
“1” 
and unnecessary detail. 
 
Few aspects are adequately covered while many others are presented with 
“2” 
excessive and unnecessary detail. 
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Most aspects covered in the report are adequately presented, however there 
 
“3” are few aspects presented with excessive and unnecessary detail and on a 
larger scale than possibly required by stakeholders. 
 
The report contains the level of information and consistently avoids any 
“4” 
excessive as well as unnecessary detail. 
 
 
 
I.2: Stakeholders can find the specific information they want without unreasonable 
effort through tables of contents, maps, links, or other aids 
 
Score Scoring Levels  
 
  
 
“0” 
There is a complete lack of tables of contents, maps, links, or other aids to 
 
facilitate stakeholders and make the report reader-friendly. 
 
 
  
 
  
 
 It is very difficult for stakeholders to find the specific information they want 
 
“1” without unreasonable effort through impractical tables of contents or other 
 
 ambiguous aids  
 
  
 
 The report includes tables of contents or maps and/or links or other aids to 
 
“2” facilitate tracing of specific information BUT these available aids are not 
 
 efficient and lack clarity, have significant gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
   
 
“3” 
The report includes an  adequate number of aids  in terms of tables of 
 
contents, maps, links or other aids to facilitate tracing of specific information 
 
 
 
  
 
 Stakeholders can easily find the specific information they want without 
 
“4” unreasonable effort through an array of efficient guide tools in terms of 
 
 tables of contents, maps, links, or other aids  
 
   
 
 
 
 
I.3: The report avoids technical terms, acronyms, jargon, or other content likely to be 
unfamiliar to stakeholders, and should include explanations (where necessary) in the 
relevant section or in a glossary 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
  
 There are numerous technical terms, acronyms, jargon, or other content 
“0” likely to be unfamiliar to stakeholders used throughout the report, while no 
 explanation is provided where necessary. 
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 Few  technical  terms,  acronyms,  jargon,  or  other  content  likely  to  be 
 
“2” unfamiliar to stakeholders are used in the report when necessary, however 
 
 no explanation is provided where necessary. 
 
  
 
 The report is free from technical terms, acronyms, jargon, or other content 
 
“4” 
likely to be unfamiliar to stakeholders are used in the report. In certain cases 
 
where the use of such terms is necessary, there are explanations included in 
 
 
 
 the relevant section or in the form of a relevant glossary. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
I.4: The data and information in the report is available to stakeholders, including those 
with particular accessibility needs (such as differing abilities, language, or technology) 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
The report is neither available in different languages, nor to individuals with 
“0” 
visual impairment. 
 
The report is available in different languages, thus being available to a wider 
“2” 
range of stakeholders. 
 
The report is available in different languages, and also has an audio feature 
 
for individuals    with    visual    impairment    or    employs    other 
“4”  
tools/apps/alternative versions in presentation of data and information for 
those stakeholders with particular accessibility needs. 
 
 
 
I.5: Report the GRI Content Index for the 'in accordance' option the organization has 
chosen for applying the GRI framework 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” There is no GRI Content Index included in the report 
 
The GRI Content Index is covering only the performance indicators OR 
 
“2” includes only the name/number of the section where each GRI 
item/indicator can be found 
 
The GRI Content Index includes the name/number of the section AND the 
“4” 
page where each GRI item/indicator can be found 
 
 
 
I.6: Provide the contact point for questions regarding the report or its contents 
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Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” There is no e-mail address or website provided. 
 
  
 
“1” Only the organization’s postal address is mentioned. 
 
  
 
“2” There is a link to the organization’s website. 
 
  
 
“3” 
An  e-mail  address  or  a  contact  point  regarding  the  report  and  the 
 
organization’s postal address are mentioned. 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
The name if the contact person regarding the report, along with an e-mail 
 
address and the organization’s website are mentioned. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
J. RELIABILITY 
 
Principle: The organization should gather, record, compile, analyze and disclose 
information and processes used in the preparation of a report in a way that they can be 
subject to examination and that establishes the quality and materiality of the 
information. 
 
J.1: The scope and extent of external assurance is identified 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” No external verification or assurance mechanisms are available or disclosed. 
 
  
 
“1” The scope and extent of external assurance is described very briefly 
 
  
 
“2” 
The scope and extent of external assurance is described BUT significant 
 
gaps and ambiguities are evident. 
 
 
 
  
 
“3” The scope and extent of external assurance is adequately described. 
 
  
 
The scope and extent of external assurance is fully identified, clearly and in 
“4” 
detail. 
 
J.2:a) Report the organization's policy and current practice with regard to seeking 
external assurance for the report. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
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The organization's policy and current practice with regard to seeking 
“0” 
external assurance for the report are not disclosed 
 
The organization's policy or current practice with regard to seeking 
“1” 
external assurance for the report are disclosed very briefly and vaguely 
 
The organization's policy and current practice with regard to seeking 
 
“2” external assurance for the report are disclosed BUT significant gaps and 
ambiguities are evident 
 
The organization's policy and current practice with regard to seeking 
“3” 
external assurance for the report are adequately disclosed 
 
The organization's policy and current practice with regard to seeking 
“4” 
external assurance for the report are disclosed clearly and in detail. 
 
b) If not included in the assurance report accompanying the sustainability report, 
report the scope and basis of any external assurance provided (Caution: Not 
applicable when a the reporting company is not applying procedures of external 
assurance for the report) 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
“0” The scope and basis of the external assurance provided are not disclosed 
 
The scope and basis of the external assurance provided are disclosed very 
“1” 
briefly and vaguely 
 
The scope and basis of the external assurance provided are disclosed BUT 
“2” 
significant gaps and ambiguities are evident 
 
The scope and basis of the external assurance provided are adequately 
“3” 
disclosed 
 
The scope and basis of the external assurance provided are disclosed clearly 
“4” 
and in detail 
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c) Report the relationship between the organization and the assurance providers. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
 
  
 
“0” 
The relationship between the organization and the assurance providers is 
 
not reported 
 
 
 
  
 
“2” 
The relationship between the organization and the assurance providers is 
 
sententiously reported 
 
 
 
  
 
“4” 
The relationship between the organization and the assurance providers is 
 
reported in detail 
 
 
 
  
  
d) Report whether the highest governance body or senior executives are involved in 
seeking assurance for the organization's sustainability report. 
 
Score Scoring Levels 
  
 It  is  not  reported  whether  the  highest  governance  body  or  senior 
“0” executives  are  involved  in  seeking  assurance  for  the  organization's 
 sustainability report 
  
 It is briefly reported whether the highest governance body or senior 
“2” executives  are  involved  in  seeking  assurance  for  the  organization's 
 sustainability report 
  
 It is clearly/thoroughly reported whether the highest governance body or 
“4” senior executives are involved in seeking assurance for the organization's 
 sustainability report 
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Appendix III: Results of report evaluation 
 
Table A: Companies of the evaluated reports and their websites 
 
 Organization name Web address 
1 AGET-IRAKLIS www.lafarge.gr 
2 AKTOR www.aktor.gr 
3 ALPHA BANK www.alpha.gr 
4 ATHENS AIRPORT www.aia.gr 
5 ATTICA GROUP www.attica-group.com 
6 ATTIKI ODOS www.aodos.gr 
7 CABLEL www.cablel.com 
8 CRETA MARIS www.maris.gr 
9 DEI www.dei.gr 
10 DKG GROUP www.dkggroup.com 
11 ELVAL www.elval.gr 
12 EUROBANK-ERGASIAS www.eurobank.gr 
13 EUROPAISTIKI PISTI www.europaikipisti.gr 
14 FOURLIS GROUP www.fourlis.gr 
15 GLOBAL SUSTAIN www.globalsustain.org 
16 HALKOR http://www.halcor.gr/ 
17 HELLENIC PETROLEUM www.helpe.gr 
18 MARINOPOULOS www.carrefour.gr 
19 MILI LULI www.loulismills 
20 MITILINEOS GROUP www.mytilineos.gr 
21 MOTOROIL www.moh.gr 
22 NEA ODOS www.neaodos.gr 
23 OTE-COSMOTE www.cosmote.gr 
24 CORINTH PIPEWORKS www.cpw.gr 
25 PIREOS BANK www.piraeusbank.gr 
26 TITAN www.titan.gr 
27 TSAKIRIS www.tsakirischips.gr 
28 VASILOPOULOS www.ab.gr 
29 VODAFONE www.vodafone.gr 
30 WIND www.wind.gr 
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1. AGET-IRAKLIS    
     
 PRINCIPLE SCORE   
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.0   
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 2.0   
 C.MATERIALITY 1.5   
 D.COMPLETENESS 1.3   
 E.BALANCE 2.3   
 F.COMPARABILITY 1.5   
 G.ACCURACY 1.0   
 H.TIMELINESS 2.7   
 I.CLARITY 2.5   
 J.RELIABILITY 0.4   
 TOTAL 1.6   
2. AKTOR    
     
 PRINCIPLE SCORE   
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.0   
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.2   
 C.MATERIALITY 1.8   
 D.COMPLETENESS 1.3   
 E.BALANCE 1.3   
 F.COMPARABILITY 0.8   
 G.ACCURACY 0.7   
 H.TIMELINESS 4.0   
 I.CLARITY 2.7   
 J.RELIABILITY 0.0   
 TOTAL 1.5   
3. ALPHA BANK    
     
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.2  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.5  
 C.MATERIALITY 1.8  
 D.COMPLETENESS 2.7  
 E.BALANCE 2.0  
 F.COMPARABILITY 2.7  
 G.ACCURACY 1.0  
 H.TIMELINESS 2.0  
 I.CLARITY 2.7  
 J.RELIABILITY 0.8  
 TOTAL 1.9  
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4. ATHENS AIRPORT     
 
      
 
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.0  
 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 2.0  
 
 C.MATERIALITY 1.8  
 
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.3  
 
 E.BALANCE 2.3  
 
 F.COMPARABILITY 2.0  
 
 G.ACCURACY 1.0  
 
 H.TIMELINESS 1.3  
 
 I.CLARITY 3.0  
 
 J.RELIABILITY 1.4  
 
 TOTAL 1.7  
 
5. ATTICA GROUP     
 
      
 
 PRINCIPLE  SCORE    
     
 
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  1.7  
 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.0  
 
 C.MATERIALITY  1.5  
 
 D.COMPLETENESS  0.7  
 
 E.BALANCE  1.7  
 
 F.COMPARABILITY  1.2  
 
 G.ACCURACY  0.0  
 
 H.TIMELINESS  2.0  
 
 I.CLARITY  3.0  
 
 J.RELIABILITY  0.4  
 
 TOTAL  1.3  
 
6. ATTIKI ODOS     
 
     
 
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 0.8  
 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.3  
 
 C.MATERIALITY 1.5  
 
 D.COMPLETENESS 1.3  
 
 E.BALANCE 1.7  
 
 F.COMPARABILITY 1.3  
 
 G.ACCURACY 0.7  
 
 H.TIMELINESS 2.0  
 
 I.CLARITY 2.3  
 
 J.RELIABILITY 0.0  
 
 TOTAL 1.3  
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7. CABLEL   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.5  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.2  
 C.MATERIALITY 2.3  
 D.COMPLETENESS 1.3  
 E.BALANCE 2.3  
 F.COMPARABILITY 2.2  
 G.ACCURACY 1.7  
 H.TIMELINESS 2.7  
 I.CLARITY 3.2  
 J.RELIABILITY 1.4  
 TOTAL 2.1  
8. CRETA MARIS   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 0.0  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 0.8  
 C.MATERIALITY 0.0  
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.0  
 E.BALANCE 0.7  
 F.COMPARABILITY 0.8  
 G.ACCURACY 0.3  
 H.TIMELINESS 0.7  
 I.CLARITY 1.8  
 J.RELIABILITY 0.0  
 TOTAL 0.5  
9. DEI   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE 
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.3 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.5 
 C.MATERIALITY 1.5 
 D.COMPLETENESS 1.3 
 E.BALANCE 2.3 
 F.COMPARABILITY 2.0 
 G.ACCURACY 0.3 
 H.TIMELINESS 1.5 
 I.CLARITY 3.0 
 J.RELIABILITY 1.0 
 TOTAL 1.6 
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10. DKG GROUP 
 
PRINCIPLE  SCORE      
 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  0.0 
 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.0 
 
C.MATERIALITY  0.3 
 
D.COMPLETENESS  0.0 
 
E.BALANCE  0.7 
 
F.COMPARABILITY  1.0 
 
G.ACCURACY  0.0 
 
H.TIMELINESS  2.0 
 
I.CLARITY  2.0 
 
J.RELIABILITY  0.0 
 
TOTAL  0.7 
 
 
11. ELVAL 
 
PRINCIPLE SCORE 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.0 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.8 
C.MATERIALITY 2.5 
D.COMPLETENESS 2.0 
E.BALANCE 1.7 
F.COMPARABILITY 1.7 
G.ACCURACY 1.7 
H.TIMELINESS 2.7 
I.CLARITY 2.0 
J.RELIABILITY 1.8 
TOTAL 2.0 
 
12. EUROBANK-ERGASIAS 
 
PRINCIPLE SCORE 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 0.0 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.0 
C.MATERIALITY 0.3 
D.COMPLETENESS 0.0 
E.BALANCE 2.3 
F.COMPARABILITY 1.2 
G.ACCURACY 0.3 
H.TIMELINESS 2.0 
I.CLARITY 1.7 
J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
TOTAL 0.9 
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13. EUROPAISTIKI PISTI 
 
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
  A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  0.2  
  B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  0.5  
  C.MATERIALITY  1.3  
  D.COMPLETENESS  0.7  
  E.BALANCE  2.3  
  F.COMPARABILITY  1.0  
  G.ACCURACY  0.0  
  H.TIMELINESS  2.7  
  I.CLARITY  2.0  
  J.RELIABILITY  0.0  
  TOTAL  1.1  
14. FOURLIS GROUP   
      
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  0.0  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  0.5  
 C.MATERIALITY  0.8  
 D.COMPLETENESS  0.0  
 E.BALANCE  1.0  
 F.COMPARABILITY  0.8  
 G.ACCURACY  0.0  
 H.TIMELINESS  0.7  
 I.CLARITY  2.2  
 J.RELIABILITY  0.0  
 TOTAL  0.6  
15. GLOBAL SUSTAIN   
      
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
  A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  2.7  
  B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.7  
  C.MATERIALITY  3.0  
  D.COMPLETENESS  2.0  
  E.BALANCE  1.7  
  F.COMPARABILITY  1.0  
  G.ACCURACY  0.0  
  H.TIMELINESS  2.0  
  I.CLARITY  3.0  
  J.RELIABILITY  1.4  
  TOTAL  1.8  
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16. HALKOR 
 
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  2.0  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.7  
 C.MATERIALITY  1.5  
 D.COMPLETENESS  2.0  
 E.BALANCE  2.3  
 F.COMPARABILITY  2.8  
 G.ACCURACY  2.0  
 H.TIMELINESS  2.7  
 I.CLARITY  2.7  
 J.RELIABILITY  1.0  
 TOTAL  2.1  
17. HELLENIC PETROLEUM   
      
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  1.8  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.8  
 C.MATERIALITY  1.5  
 D.COMPLETENESS  2.7  
 E.BALANCE  1.7  
 F.COMPARABILITY  3.3  
 G.ACCURACY  0.7  
 H.TIMELINESS  2.7  
 I.CLARITY  3.0  
 J.RELIABILITY  0.4  
 TOTAL  2.0  
18. MARINOPOULOS   
    
  PRINCIPLE SCORE 
  A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.0 
  B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 2.0 
  C.MATERIALITY 2.5 
  D.COMPLETENESS 1.3 
  E.BALANCE 2.3 
  F.COMPARABILITY 1.5 
  G.ACCURACY 0.0 
  H.TIMELINESS 2.0 
  I.CLARITY 2.7 
  J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
  TOTAL 1.6 
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19. MILI LULI 
 
PRINCIPLE SCORE 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.3 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 0.7 
C.MATERIALITY 1.8 
D.COMPLETENESS 0.7 
E.BALANCE 1.0 
F.COMPARABILITY 1.0 
G.ACCURACY 0.0 
H.TIMELINESS 3.3 
I.CLARITY 2.2 
J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
TOTAL 1.2 
 
20. MITILINEOS GROUP 
 
PRINCIPLE SCORE 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.3 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.8 
C.MATERIALITY 2.3 
D.COMPLETENESS 1.3 
E.BALANCE 2.7 
F.COMPARABILITY 1.5 
G.ACCURACY 1.0 
H.TIMELINESS 1.3 
I.CLARITY 2.2 
J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
TOTAL 1.6 
 
21. MOTOROIL 
 
PRINCIPLE SCORE 
A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.3 
B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.3 
C.MATERIALITY 2.0 
D.COMPLETENESS 2.0 
E.BALANCE 2.3 
F.COMPARABILITY 1.3 
G.ACCURACY 0.7 
H.TIMELINESS 1.3 
I.CLARITY 2.8 
J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
TOTAL 1.5 
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22. NEA ODOS 
 
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  1.7  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.3  
 C.MATERIALITY  1.5  
 D.COMPLETENESS  0.0  
 E.BALANCE  1.0  
 F.COMPARABILITY  1.2  
 G.ACCURACY  0.3  
 H.TIMELINESS  2.7  
 I.CLARITY  2.5  
 J.RELIABILITY  0.0  
 TOTAL  1.2  
23. OTE-COSMOTE   
      
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  2.0  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  1.7  
 C.MATERIALITY  1.8  
 D.COMPLETENESS  1.3  
 E.BALANCE  2.3  
 F.COMPARABILITY  2.0  
 G.ACCURACY  0.7  
 H.TIMELINESS  2.7  
 I.CLARITY  2.7  
 J.RELIABILITY  1.4  
 TOTAL  1.8  
24. CORINTH PIPEWORKS   
      
  PRINCIPLE  SCORE 
  A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS  2.0 
  B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT  2.0 
  C.MATERIALITY  2.0 
  D.COMPLETENESS  1.0 
  E.BALANCE  2.3 
  F.COMPARABILITY  3.0 
  G.ACCURACY  1.0 
  H.TIMELINESS  2.7 
  I.CLARITY  2.8 
  J.RELIABILITY  1.4 
  TOTAL  2.0 
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25. PIREOS BANK 
 
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.3  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 0.7  
 C.MATERIALITY 1.5  
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.0  
 E.BALANCE 2.0  
 F.COMPARABILITY 1.2  
 G.ACCURACY 0.7  
 H.TIMELINESS 1.3  
 I.CLARITY 1.3  
 J.RELIABILITY 1.0  
 TOTAL 1.1  
26. TITAN   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 2.0  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 2.3  
 C.MATERIALITY 1.3  
 D.COMPLETENESS 2.7  
 E.BALANCE 2.3  
 F.COMPARABILITY 2.3  
 G.ACCURACY 2.0  
 H.TIMELINESS 2.0  
 I.CLARITY 3.5  
 J.RELIABILITY 1.6  
 TOTAL 2.2  
27. TSAKIRIS   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.8  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 0.7  
 C.MATERIALITY 2.3  
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.7  
 E.BALANCE 2.0  
 F.COMPARABILITY 0.8  
 G.ACCURACY 0.0  
 H.TIMELINESS 2.0  
 I.CLARITY 2.3  
 J.RELIABILITY 0.0  
 TOTAL 1.3  
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28. VASILOPOULOS 
 
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 0.3 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 0.7 
 C.MATERIALITY 0.3 
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.0 
 E.BALANCE 2.0 
 F.COMPARABILITY 0.8 
 G.ACCURACY 0.0 
 H.TIMELINESS 0.7 
 I.CLARITY 2.2 
 J.RELIABILITY 0.0 
 TOTAL 0.7 
29. VODAFONE   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.2 
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.3 
 C.MATERIALITY 2.0 
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.0 
 E.BALANCE 1.7 
 F.COMPARABILITY 1.3 
 G.ACCURACY 0.3 
 H.TIMELINESS 2.0 
 I.CLARITY 2.8 
 J.RELIABILITY 1.0 
 TOTAL 1.4 
30. WIND   
    
 PRINCIPLE SCORE  
 A.STAKEHOLDER INCLUSIVENESS 1.5  
 B.SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 1.5  
 C.MATERIALITY 1.3  
 D.COMPLETENESS 0.0  
 E.BALANCE 1.3  
 F.COMPARABILITY 1.3  
 G.ACCURACY 1.0  
 H.TIMELINESS 4.0  
 I.CLARITY 2.8  
 J.RELIABILITY 1.4  
 TOTAL 1.6  
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